Office of Environment, Safety and Health Oversight
Environment, Safety and Health

Focused Safety Management Evaluation
of the

Oak Ridge
National Laboratory

August 2001

ISM ‘
o

Integrated Safety Management




Table of Contents

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.0 INTRODUCTION
2.0 INTEGRATED SAFETY MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
21 LineManagement Responsibility for Safety
2.2  Clear Roles, Responsibilities, and Authorities
2.3 Competence Commensurate With Responsibilities
24  Balanced Priorities
25 ldentification of Safety Standardsand Requirements
26 Hazard ControlsTailored to Work Being Performed
2.7  Operations Authorization
28 Summary Evaluation of the Core Functions
3.0 DOE IMPLEMENTATION OF INTEGRATED SAFETY
MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES
4.0 INTEGRATED SAFETY MANAGEMENT RATINGS
APPENDIX A - ESSENTIAL SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL REVIEW
A1 Configuration Control
A2 Maintenance
A.3 Survellanceand Testing
A4 Operations
APPENDIX B—CORE FUNCTIONSOF SAFETY MANAGEMENT
B.1 Definethe Scope of Work
B.2 AnalyzetheHazards
B.3  Develop and Implement Hazard Controls
B.4 Perform Work Within Controls
B.5 Provide Feedback and Continuous | mprovement
APPENDIX C —ISSUESFOR CORRECTIVE ACTION
AND FOLLOW-UP
APPENDIX D - EVALUATION PROCESSAND
TEAM COMPOSITION

Abbreviations Used in This Report

American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists
Activity Hazards Analysis

As Low As Reasonably Achievable

American National Standards Institute

Atomic Trades and Labor Council

Basis for Interim Operation

Code of Federd Regulations

Cdl Off-Gas

Decontamination and Decommissioning

U.S. Department of Energy

Differential Pressure

Office of Environment, Safety and Health Oversight
Environment, Safety, and Health

Environment, Safety, Health and Quality

Fiscd Year

Hot Cell Support Area

Continued on inside back cover.

OVERSIGHT




Executive Summary

EVALUATION: Office of Environment, Safety and
Health Oversight Focused Safety
Management Evaluation

SITE: Oak Ridge Nationa Laboratory
DATES: May-July 2001
Scope

The Department of Energy (DOE) Office of
Environment, Safety and Hedlth Oversight (EH-
2), within the Office of Environment, Safety and
Health, evaluated the integrated safety
management (ISM) system at the Oak Ridge
National Laboratory (ORNL). The responsible
management elements for ORNL are the DOE
Headquarters Office of Science (SC); the DOE
Headquarters Office of Nuclear Energy, Science
and Technology; the DOE Oak Ridge Operations
Office (ORO); and the management and operations
contractor —University of Tennessee-Battelle (UT-
Battelle). The evauation focused on the activities
conducted within the Chemical Technology,
Metals and Ceramics, and Plant and Equipment
Divisions. This evaluation also included a
functiond review of the safety-class ventilation
systems at a category 2 nuclear facility within the
Radiochemica Engineering Development Center
(REDC).

Background

UT-Battelle assumed responsibility for
operating ORNL in April 2000. Some UT-Battelle
managers have significant experiencein operating
DOE l|aboratories and transitioning to a rigorous
and formal 1SM program. ORO wasinstrumental
in selecting a contractor that had this experience
and in establishing performance measures rel ated
to ISM implementation in the new contract.

Before the contractor transition, ORNL had
undergone an April 1999 Phase| ISM verification
and a January-March 2000 Phase Il 1SM

verificationreview. After asecond, limited-scope
Phasel| verification review in August-September
2000, ORO declared that ISM was implemented
on September 29, 2000. However, UT-Battelle
assessments during and after the transition
determined that the ISM program needed
substantial improvement.  Consequently, ORNL
is in the midst of a mgjor effort to enhance its
ISM program. UT-Baitelle established a number
of major initiatives to address deficiencies that
they self-identified in their internal assessments
of current and historical operational practices.
These initiatives include the establishment of the
Standards Based Management System (SBMYS)
and a landlord-tenant model for facility
management. When fully implemented, the
SBMS is designed to provide the policy,
standards, and procedures for conduct of work at
the Laboratory. The landlord-tenant model
provides for a single organization to focus on
operations and maintenance of facilities while
allowing the research organizations to focus on
research.

As part of the contractor transition, ORO has
increased its emphasis on partnering with the
contractor and encouraging cooperative
approachesto problem solving. ORO and SC have
also recognized that the aging facility and
equipment infrastructure isagrowing concern and
have recently allocated additional funding to
facility and infrastructure upgrades. SC, ORO,
and ORNL are working together and with other
government and commercia organizations, such
asthe State of Tennessee, to establish funding for
newer research facilities that would attract new
businesses and alow phase-out of aging facilities.

Results

The new initiatives to strengthen ISM are
generally appropriate and, when fully
implemented, provide a good framework for an
effective safety management program. Significant
progress has been made in a number of areas as
part of the new initiatives. ES& H specialistshave
been deployed to ORNL facilities, and




improvements in facility-level ES&H support were
evident. ORNL has improved management of
hazardous chemicals through a systematic chemical
safety management program. The process for
identifying the appropriate set of external requirements
and incorporating these requirements into institutional
processes has been strengthened. The newly formed
ORNL independent oversight organization has
conducted some well-designed reviews since its
inception, and the lessons-learned program has been
improved.

ORNL senior managers recognize the need to
establish a forma and rigorous ISM program, and to
establish clear responsbilities and accountability for
safety within al levels of ORNL line management.
The new contractor senior management team has
experience at other DOE laboratories that have
successfully implemented ISM. The ORNL
Leadership Team, consisting of the ORNL senior
managers and chaired by the ORNL Director, is
proactively and visibly involved in mgor decisions
related to safety management and ES&H resource
alocations.

The ORNL initiatives to improve safety
management arein various stages of devel opment and/
or the early stages of implementation. Many corrective
actions were ongoing at the time of the evaluation and
numerous otherswere planned. However, some of the
plans lacked sufficient detail and milestones to ensure
effective and timely implementation. In addition,
senior managers displayed a good understanding of
the drategic vision for the improved ISM program,
but most lower-tier managers and workers did not
demonstrate a detailed understanding of 1SM or the
changes in historical practices needed to transition to
a rigorous standards-based approach to safety
management. ORNL has not yet developed adequate
plans for addressing the significant challenges
associated with transitioning to a standards-based
approach in the numerous ORNL divisions, which
historically have often operated with informal and
undocumented approaches to hazards analysis and
work control.

Although improvements are being made, the
current programs and practices for work planning and
control are not sufficiently rigorous to meet DOE
expectations for an effective 1SM program.
Deficiencies were identified in the three ORNL
Divisions that were reviewed:

* Thereview of operations at three nuclear hot cell
fecilities within the Chemica Technology and the

Metals and Ceramics Divisions revealed that
procedural quality, use, and adherence were
inadequate. For example, operators removed
highly radioactive materialsfrom ahot cell without
referencing procedures and omitted procedurally
required steps.

* Although the work observed by the review team
was performed in accordance with good industrial
safety work practices and the Metalsand Ceramics
Division has maintained a good safety record, the
Divison’ sresearch and development activities did
not have an adequate process for work planning
and control. Processes for analyzing hazards and
for developing and implementing controls were
often informal and undocumented. Line
management responsibility for safety was not
clearly established and accepted, and there was
excessive reliance on safety professionals to
perform environment, safety, and health functions.

* For maintenance activities conducted by the Plant
and Equipment Division and activities conducted
by their subcontractors, the processesfor planning
and controlling maintenance activities were not
consistently implemented and lacked clear
standards or criteria for acceptable performance.
For example, criteria were not adequate for
involving environment, safety, and health subject
matter experts or workers in the identification of
some hazards and controls.

EH-2 also reviewed safety-class ventilation
systemsat the REDC nuclear category 2 hot cell facility
to independently assess their operability and reliability.
These systems are essential to the protection of
workers, the public, and the environment, and provide
a defense-in-depth control that is an essential el ement
of ISM. However, the material condition of these
safety-class ventilation systemsis degraded, with many
key components operating beyond their design lifetime.
Many deficient conditions were longstanding, and
workarounds had been incorporated into operating
procedures. For example, procedures state that an
aging damper may need “manua agitation” to close it
and a stedl rod is provided to the operators to use in
striking the damper body; thisworkaround exacerbates
the deteriorating condition of the damper. Other
workarounds were aso incorporated into procedures
or operating practices, such asflexiblejoints and ducts
that were repaired many timeswith tape to prevent air
leakage. Many of the procedures for operating safety




class ventilation systems contained unclear
requirements, and operators did not consistently use
procedures. Deficiencieswere also evident in systems
operations, in survelllance testing, and in applying the
unreviewed safety question determination process.

In addition, the configuration management
program for the safety-class ventilation systems has
significant weaknesses. Modifications were not
implemented cons stent with safety-class requirements,
system drawings were not updated to reflect
modifications; and labeling was inadequate. Effective
configuration management is fundamental to ensuring
reliable operations in routine and accident conditions.

SC and ORO have effectively implemented some
of their safety management responsibilities, such as
maintai ning the directives management system. ORO
has transitioned to the limited oversight role defined
in DOE Policy 450.5. However, ORO needsto focus
on ensuring that ORNL establishestherequisiterobust,
rigorous, and credible self-assessment program.

Six Safety Issues were identified, as presented in
Table ES-1. Although based on the review of the
deficiencies evident in selected facilities, the Safety
I ssues need to be evaluated by UT-Battelle and ORO
for stewide gpplicability.

Conclusions

ORNL management recognizes that the current
safety management systems need to be improved.
While much work remains to be accomplished, the
improvement initiatives, such as SBMS and thefacility
management model, are generally appropriate
mechanisms for implementing ISM. However,
additional management attention is needed in severa
important areas to ensure that a fully effective ISM
program is established and sustained:

* Increasing involvement by lower-tier managers
and supervisors, particularly in the research and
development divisions, to ensure effective and
timely implementation of effective work planning
and control and other ORNL initiatives.

» Strengthening ingdtitutiona policies, especidly for
work planning and control and procedural use and

adherence, to ensure that expectations are clearly
defined, that requirements flow down to the
activity level, and that requirements are enforced
across dl ORNL divisions.

e Emphasizing communications that ensure that
workers and supervisors understand and accept
rigorous and formal approaches to safety,
consistent with the DOE ISM policy.

e Ensuring that plans to develop and implement
ORNL initiatives, particularly in the areas of work
planning and control and procedural adherence,
have sufficient detail and interim milestones to
ensure successful and timely implementation at the
facility and activity level.

e Edablishing initiatives to improve procedures and
procedural adherence at nuclear facilities and
acrossORNL.

e Systematicaly addressing the materia condition
and configuration management of safety-related
systems to ensure continued operation within the
authorization basis and address aging and
deteriorating components.

In addition, in accordance with their emphasis on
partnering with the contractor, ORO needsto work with
the contractor to ensure that expectationsfor ISM are
clearly communicated throughout the ORNL
organization. ORO also needs to enhance its line
management oversight efforts with a particular focus
on ensuring that an effective contractor self-assessment
program is implemented. ORO and SC also need to
further emphasize infrastructure and preventive
maintenance improvements to ensure that safety-
related systems are adequately maintained.

Office of Science, the Office of Nuclear Energy,
Science and Technology, ORO, and ORNL
management were responsive in initiating near term
actions to address deficiencies identified during this
evaluation. For example, actions to address
configuration management and procedural concerns
areunderway.




TableES-1. Safety | ssues

DOE Order 414.1A, Quality Assurance, establishes aprocessfor addressing and tracking Safety | ssuesidentified
by independent oversight evaluations. The DOE Office of Science, as the lead program secretarid office, is
required to develop a corrective action plan to address the Safety Issues identified during this EH-2 focused
safety management evaluation.

Environment, safety, and health roles and responsibilities for line management within the research and
development divisions are not adequately defined and understood as required by DOE Policy 450.4, Safety
Management System.

The Metds and Ceramics Division work planning and control processes for R&D activities are not well

defined or documented. Additionaly, there are weaknesses in sitewide procedures for identifying and
anayzing hazards, stop work policies, and work control processes for maintenance work.

Numerous ORNL division-level procedures are not adequately developed and/or used to support effective
implementation of ISM as required by DOE Policy 450.4.

Configuration management at REDC isinforma and ineffective, and it is not being implemented as required
by 10 CFR 830.120 and the Building 7920 safety analysis report and technical safety requirements
administrative controls.

UT-Battelle's feedback and improvement processes are not adequately defined or implemented to effect
consistent, continuous improvement as specified in DOE Policy 450.4, Safety Management System Policy,
and DOE Policy 450.5, Line Environment, Safety and Health Oversight.

ORO and its Oak Ridge National Laboratory Site Office have not established and implemented an effective
and efficient oversight program as specified in DOE Policy 450.5, Line Environment, Safety and Health
Oversight, and ORO Manua 220, Oak Ridge Oper ations Appraisal Manual.




| ntr oduction

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE),
Office of Environment, Safety and Health
Oversight (EH-2) conducted a focused safety
management eval uation at the Oak Ridge Nationa
Laboratory (ORNL) during May-July 2001. EH-
2 is the organization within the DOE Office of
Environment, Safety and Health with
responsibility for performing independent
oversight of environment, safety, and health
(ES&H) policiesand programs across DOE sites.

The purpose of the evaluation was to
determine how effectively DOE and contractor
line management have implemented integrated
safety management (ISM) at ORNL. A focused
safety management! evaluation encompasses the
line management organizations responsible for
ORNL, from the lead program secretaria office
to the DOE operations office, the operating
contractor and its subcontractors, site users, and
ultimately to the workers at selected facilities (see
Figure 1). EH-2 evaluates site performance
against the objective, principles, and core
functions for ISM systems described in DOE
Policy 450.4, Safety Management System Policy
(see Figure 2).

The DOE Office of Science (SC) isthe lead
program secretarid officefor ORNL. SC provides
programmatic direction and funding for most
research and development (R&D), facility
infrastructure activities, and ES&H program
implementation at ORNL. The Office of Nuclear
Energy, Science and Technology (NE) provides
programmatic direction for certain ORNL
facilities and has responsibilities for certain
aspects of operations at ORNL nuclear facilities,
such as the High Flux Isotope Reactor, in
accordance with a memorandum of agreement
with SC. ORNL receives operationd direction
from the Oak Ridge National Laboratory Site
Office (OS0), which is the DOE office with
operational responsibility for ORNL. OSO

1 Safety management refers to those programs that ensure
that an acceptablelevel of protection of the public, workers,
and environment is maintained throughout the life of a
facility or operation. Theterm “safety,” when used in the
context of safety management, specificaly includes al
aspects of environment, safety, and health.

reports to the Oak Ridge Operations Office
(ORO). ORO provides specialized technical
support to OSO in ES&H-related areas when
requested by OSO.

The management and operations contractor
for ORNL is University of Tennessee-Battelle
(UT-Battelle), whichisapartnership between the
University of Tennessee and Battelle Memorial
Institute. The UT-Battelle team assumed
responsibility for operating ORNL in April 2000
and is responsible for R&D programs, site
operations, maintenance of site infrastructure,
environmental management, and waste
management.

Before the contractor transition, ORNL had
undergonean April 1999 Phase| ISM verification
and a January-March 2000 Phase Il ISM
verification review. After asecond, limited-scope
Phase |1 verification review in August-September
2000, ORO declared that ISM was implemented
on September 29, 2000. However, UT-Battele
assessments during and after the transition
determined that the ISM program needed
substantial improvement. UT-Battelle has
initiated effortsto plan for and to implement major
revisions and enhancements to the ISM program.
Although they areinthe early stages of thiseffort,
UT-Battelle requested that EH-2 conduct the
evauation at this time rather than delay it until
their planned enhancementswere complete. UT-
Battelle indicated that an independent review of
the current ISM program and UT-Battelle's
preliminary plans to enhance the program would
benefit the site by identifying aspects of the plans
that need revision or further enhancement.
Consequently, EH-2 evauated UT-Battelle plans
andinitiatives, aswell asthe current status of ISM
programs at selected facilities.

This focused safety management evaluation
of ORNL focused on the effectiveness of SC, NE,
ORO, UT-Battelle, and selected subcontractors
in implementing the objective, guiding principles,
and corefunctionsof ISM. Specificdly, the EH-2
team evaluated the institutional processes that
apply to dl ORNL eactivities and the application
of 1ISM in the following selected ORNL divisions,

facilities, and work activities:



e Chemical Technology Division. Operationsand
maintenance, a the Radiochemical Engineering
Development Center (REDC) and Radioisotope
Development Laboratory were reviewed. A
functional ingpection of the safety-class ventilation
systems at Building 7920 of the REDC was
performed.

¢ Metalsand CeramicsDivision. Research and
development, operations, and maintenance
activitieswere reviewed.

* Plant and Equipment Division. Maintenance
activities were reviewed, with a focus on
maintenance activities within the other divisions
(i.e., Chemica Technology Divison and Metas
and Ceramics Division) reviewed on this
evauation.

These facilities were selected to enable an
evaluation of the gpplication of ISM at facilities with
different missions (e.g., R&D), including observation
of work planning and control processes as they are
actually implemented at ORNL. In addition, the EH-2
team was able to observe work performed by
subcontractors.

Asamgor areaof emphasis for the focused safety
management evaluation, the EH-2 team conducted a
functiond review of the safety-class ventilation system
a Building 7920 of the REDC. The functiond review
included a detailed walkdown and review of design,
maintenance, testing, operations, and configuration
management to determine whether engineered systems
can reliably perform their designated safety-related
functions. Thereviewsare supportive of DOE effortsto
address Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
Recommendation 2000-2, Configuration Management,
Vital Safety Systems. Theresultsof thereview of essentid
systems are summarized under Guiding Principle #6,
Hazard ControlsTailored totheWork Being Perfor med,
and discussed in detall in Appendix A.

In this report, the effectiveness of UT-Béttdle in
implementing the ISM guiding principles is discussed in
Section 2. UT-Baitdle effectiveness in implementing
the core functions is summarized in Section 2 and
discussed in more detail in Appendix B. Section 3
discusses the effectiveness of DOE line management—
SC asthe lead program secretarid office, and ORO as
the respongble fidd dement—in implementing their ISM
responsibilities. Section 4 presents the ratings.
Appendix C summarizes issues for corrective action.
Appendix D describes the evauation process and the
EH-2 team composition.

OVERVIEW OF OAK RIDGE NATIONAL LABORATORY

M1SSION: ORNL’smissionisbasic and applied research in support of DOE and government programs. Originally
established in 1943 as part of the Manhattan Project, the site's origina mission involved pioneering methods to
produce and separate plutonium. ORNL currently performs research in awide variety of areas, including neutron
science, carbon management, high performance computing, complex biologica systems, and materias science.

LOCATION: ORNL covers 58 square miles in eastern Tennessee, about 15 miles northwest of Knoxville,
Tennessee.

MAJOR FACILITIES: Magor facilities include the Spallation Neutron Source, the High Flux Isotope Reactor,
the Center for Computational Science, the Holifield Radioactive lon Beam Facility, the Mouse Genetics Research
Facility, the High Temperature Materials Laboratory, the Oak Ridge Nationa Environmental Research Park, the
Building Technology Center, the Radiochemical Engineering Development Center, and the Surface Modification
and Characterization Research Center.

STAFFING AND BUDGET: ORNL employsabout 3,800 people. Inaddition, several thousand guest researchers
use ORNL facilities each year. Projected fiscal year 2001 funding for the site is about $870 million. The DOE
Office of Science is the site landlord and provides the mgjority of the ORNL funding. The Office of Nuclear
Energy, Science and Technology provides programmatic direction for certain ORNL facilities. Asamulti-program
laboratory, ORNL aso receives funding from severa other DOE offices, including the DOE Office of Energy
Efficiency and Renewable Energy. ORNL performs R&D activities for various non-DOE organizations and
commercia industries under the DOE work-for-others program. The projected 2001 funding includes about $86
million under the work-for-others program.




DOE

Secretary of Energy

Line Management

DOE line management is responsible for providing direction
to the contractors that operate DOE facilities and monitoring
and assessing contractor performance. The contractor line
management is responsible for operating facilities and
achieving DOE’ s mission objectives.

Under
Secretary

Office of Science (SC) Office of Nuclear
Energy, Scienceand

 Lead Program Office Technology (NE)

for ORNL e Programmatic direction

« Programmatic Direction and funding for certain

on SC Programs and Site operations
Operations » Responsible for some

aspects of HFIR

Oak Ridge Operations Office (ORO)
ORO isresponsible for providing operational
direction and for assessing contractor performance.

Oak Ridge Site Office (OSO)
OSO Provides day-to-day program direction to ORNL.

i Contractual Reporting

University of Tennessee — Battelle (UT-B)
Under contract to DOE, UT-B operates ORNL.
UT-B uses subcontractors for selected activities.

Figure 1. Organizations with Responsibilities at Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL)




Component 1
Objective

Systematically integrate safety into
work practices at all levels

Component 2
GuidingPrinciples

Fundamental policiesthat guide
Department and contractor actions,
from development of safety
directives to performance of work

Component 3
Core Functions

Structure to perform work with
rigor commensurate with hazards

integrate safety into management and work
practices et al levels so that missons are
accomplished while protecting the public, the
worker, and the environment. Thisisto be
accomplished through effective integration of
safety management into al facets of work
planning and execution. In other words, the
overall management of safety functions and
activities becomes an integral part of mission
accomplishment.

o AwWNPRE

. Line Management Responsibility for Safety
. Clear Roles and Responsibilities

Balanced Priorities

. Competence Commensurate with

Responsibilities

. |dentification of Safety Standards

and Requirements

. Hazard Controls Tailored to Work

Being Performed

. Operations Authorization

The objective, guiding principles, and core functions of safety management shall be used
consistently in implementing safety management throughout the DOE complex.

Feedback and
Continuous Improvement

— Define
Work

A,

Analyze
Hazards

Work Within
Controls

|4_|

Develop& Implement
Hazard Controls

The mechanisms, responsibilities, and implementation components are established for all
work and will vary based on the nature and hazard of the work being performed.

Systems defining how functions

Component 5
Responsibilities

Defined and documented
responsibilitiesand approval
process commensurate
with hazards

Component 6
Implementation

Figure2. Componentsof DOE’s|ntegrated Safety M anagement System




|ntegrated Safety M anagement Program

The overall effectiveness of 1ISM relies on
sound institutional processes and effective
implementation at the facility and work activity
level. This section discusses each of the seven
guiding principles of safety management, focusing
primarily on organizational and institutional
processes. Thissection aso includesasummary-
level description of the evaluation of the core
functions of safety management. Appendix B
provides more detailed information on thefive core
functions, focusing on facility- and activity-level
processes.

Background. This EH-2 evaluation took
place while UT-Battelle was in the process of
planning and implementing mgor revisions and
enhancementsto the ISM program. Theseinclude
the Standards Based Management System
(SBMS) and the facility management model.
SBMS is intended to provide a comprehensive
system for identifying applicable standards and
requirements; incorporating them into ORNL
institutional documents; and flowing those
requirements down to working level procedures.
The facility management model is intended to
define the framework for various organizations
(e.g., R&D and maintenance organizations) to
conduct work activities in ORNL facilities under
a common work control system. As part of the
model, facility use agreements will be developed
that will better define controls, work boundaries,
and interfaces between the facility management
organization and tenants. ORNL piloted the
concept at the Building 4500 complex and plans
implementation for the site before the end of the
year, excluding nuclear facilities. UT-Battelle has
also initiated various other efforts to improve
ES&H programs and enhance ISM, such as
establishing self-assessment programs.

These initiatives are in various stages of
development, and some are in the early stages of
implementation. As UT-Battelle took over the
contract in April 2000, they developed atransition
plan and a “gap anaysis,” which recognized that
ORNL was relying on practices that do not meet
current DOE expectationsfor ISM. For example,
ORNL used a“people-based” approach to safety

management rather than the standards-based
approach required by DOE’'s ISM policy. A
people-based approach relies largely on
experienced people and individual competence and
initiative. With a people-based approach, workers
(e.g., maintenance personnel, operators, scientists,
and engineers) must be capable of recognizing and
controlling hazards and must know when to seek
assistance from ES&H professionals. As
historically implemented at ORNL, many
communications about hazardswereinforma, many
work activitieswere conducted without procedures,
policies were not documented or were not
mandatory, safety functions were often performed
by ES&H organizations with limited line
management involvement, and the numerous
individual divisions/directorates at ORNL had
ggnificant authority to establish proceduresfor their
divisons.

These longstanding practices were often
viewed as adequate and appropriate by many
ORNL managersand taff. ORNL hasarelatively
good safety record when compared to industrial
averages for measures such as lost workdays
(although higher than most other DOE
laboratories). Most ORO assessments indicated
that ORNL safety performance was adequate, and
the ISM verification reviews indicated that an
adequate |SM program had been established. The
ORNL people-based work control process often
worked adequately because of therelatively stable
and experienced workforce. For example, the
Metals and Ceramics Division has less than
3 percent turnover annualy, and most workers
have worked within the division for over adecade
and are knowledgeable of each other’s work
practices. Communication of work scope and
hazards among researchers and support
organizations such as environment, safety, health,
and quality (ESH& Q) and mai ntenance personnel
was often informal but usudly effective.

Asaresult, many ORNL managers under the
previouscontractor believed that their programwas
adequate and was meeting DOE expectations for
ISM. Therefore, they did not take aggressive and
proactive actions to fully understand and adapt to




evolving DOE expectations for a rigorous and formal
standards-based approach to safety management.
Although the ISM program was established and
approved by ORO, it did not adequately address DOE
ISM requirements. For example, many ORNL
ingtitutional policies and processes were inadequate,
and some line managers relied excessively on ES&H
professionals to perform safety functions. Also, each
division established its own ISM program, which
generally do not meet DOE requirementsfor formality
and rigor. Safety management at ORNL was aso
hindered by aging facilities and equipment, which had
been allowed to degrade over time.

When UT-Battelle took over the contract, senior
managers brought to ORNL by UT-Battelle had
experience at other DOE laboratories and facilities,
and thus recognized that ORNL’s historical practices
were not consistent with DOE expectations for afully
effective ISM program. Also, ORNL’s historicaly
informal work practices cannot berelied onin thefuture
because of several factors (e.g., the aging workforce,
the anticipated turnover of personnel, and the need to
havetraceablerecordsof work activities). UT-Battelle
performed various assessments and reviews, which
generally were effective in characterizing the status of
the current ISM program and the numerous
deficiencies.

As discussed throughout this section, the EH-2
team examined the current ORNL ISM and ES&H
programs to determine their effectiveness and
compliance with DOE ISM policy. However,
recognizing that many of the current processes are
evolving or will be superseded as SBMSisimplemented,
the EH-2 team also examined plans for improvement
with a focus on identifying areas that need additional
management attention. As discussed throughout this
report, additional attention is needed to address
deficiencies that were not fully recognized by UT-
Battelle (e.g., configuration management). Also, UT-
Battelle needs to ensure that the implementation plans
recognize and address the considerable challenges

Aerial View of ORNL

associated with transitioning a workforce to a
formalized and rigorous safety management program
and addressing numerous legacy deficiencies in aging
equipment and historically poorly documented work
practices.

2.1 Line Management
Responsibility for Safety

GUIDING PRINCIPLE #1: Line management is directly
responsible for the protection of the public, the workers, and
the environment.

Organizations that have effective safety
management programs place responsibility for
safety with line management. Accordingly, line
management must ensure that the safety
management program includes safety policies and
goals that are clearly articulated and
communicated, and that workers are fully involved
in safety issues and take appropriate action in the
face of hazards encountered during normal and
emergency conditions.

Policies, Expectations, and Leadership

The Laboratory Agendaas described inthe ORNL
Ingtitutional Plan is the mechanism by which UT-
Battelle's Leadership Team intends to accomplish its
vision of “simultaneous excellence in science and
technology; laboratory operations and ES&H; and
community service.” The Agenda outlines a
framework for long-term initiatives, mid-term critical
outcomes, and near-term actions. Three interrelated,
near-term, ES& H-related actions are designed to:

* Demonstrate continual improvement in ES&H
performance by building on the ORNL ISM
program

* Redesign the ORNL approach to facility
operations

* Deploy an integrated set of standards-based
management systems.

During the last several years, ORNL
management has focused on establishing the ISM
program. The ISM verification process started
under theformer ORNL contractor. The Phase I
ISM verification was initiated during the former




contract and continued after contract turnover to UT-
Battelle in April 2000. Although the verification did
not result in aformal report, six of the divisionsreceived
less than satisfactory ratings. A follow-up Phase Il
verification assessment for the Chemica Technology
and Plant and Equipment Divisions, which had received
the lowest ratings in the earlier Phase Il verification
review, was performed in August-September 2000.
ORO declared that ISM was implemented at ORNL
in September 2000.

To support the Phase Il 1SM verification, UT-
Battelle demongtrated | eadership by performing detailed
assessments of operationsin the Chemical Technology
Divison and the Plant Equipment Divison. These
reviews and other assessments identified and
documented numerous “ISM gaps.” Follow-up UT-
Battelle analyses of the gaps led to three major
institutiona issues: (1) weaknesses in work control
policy and implementation; (2) inadequate definition
of assgnmentsand training; and (3) lack of asystematic
gpproach to feedback and improvement. Responsibility
for addressing these issueswas assigned to the Director
of the ORNL ESH&Q organization, and they were
subsequently entered into the tracking system with a
September 2001 milestonefor closure. Other ISM gaps
were assigned to the Chemica Technology and Plant
and Equipment Divisions and entered into the ORNL
tracking system. Division records indicate that many
actions designed to address the gaps have been
completed.

UT-Battelle has recently revised its ISM program
description document. Many elements of ISM and
requirements for closing the gaps identified in ISM
verification assessments have been incorporated into
implementation of SBMS and the facility operations
modd initiatives. When fully implemented, the SBMS
systemsand other planned initiatives have the potential
to:

* Allow separation of R&D activities from
maintenance and housekeeping tasks

*  Enhance facility management infrastructure and
expertise

* Take better advantage of subject matter experts
deployed from support organizations

* Better delineate facility and activity safety
boundaries

e Through SBMS, lead to amore disciplined gpproach
for dealing with requirements and performing work

*  Provide adocumented and formalized system for

developing and implementing policies and
procedures.

Considering the significant deficiencies in the
current ISM program identified by the UT-Battelle gap
analysis and the additional significant deficiencies
identified during this EH-2 evaluation (as discussed
throughout this report), timely and effective
implementation of the UT-Batteleinitiativesis essentid.
UT-Battelle senior management has a good strategic
vision for the ORNL work environment. Their
implementation approach recognizes that top-down
leadership is needed for establishing the palicies, roles,
and respongibilities, and the higher-tier programs and
processes, and for extending the programs through the
organization to the working level.

In the past year, UT-Battelle has made good
progress in several important areas:

e The UT-Battdle Leadership Team, consisting of
Level | managers and chaired by the ORNL
Director, isproactively and visbly involved in most
major decisions.

* Key members of the management team have
experience in implementation and use of SBMS
and the facility/tenant model from their work at
other DOE laboratories (e.g., Pacific Northwest
National Laboratory and Brookhaven National
Laboratory) that have successfully implemented
those programs.

*  Support organizations have received considerable
attention and resources, and have deployed many
subject matter experts to support field activities.

* Asareault of astewideinitiativeto reduce hazards,
ORNL has made good progress in improving the
management of chemicals within the Laboratory.

* In the environmental area, ORNL is focusing on
potential deficienciesidentified during the contract
transition, as well as more recent deficiencies
discovered during the High Flux Isotope Reactor
reviews, and is performing a detailed review of
facility environmental vulnerabilities.




* Various ORNL divisons have made progress in
addressing ISM gaps and enhancing ES&H
programs. Although deficiencies remain in their
forma 1SM program, the Metals and Ceramics
Division has a good safety record, is operating
according to good indudtrial safety practices, and
has improved interna communications on safety.
Also, the Chemical Technology Division has
devoted considerable effort to completing actions
to close concerns identified in the ORNL gap
anaysis.

The cultural factors associated with atransition to
astandards-based approach to safety management will
require proactive and sustained involvement by the
upper management within the research infrastructure.
Although the strategic vision is appropriate,
implementation of the SBM S, facility operations mode,
and other initiatives will be complicated by cultura
factors (i.e., resistance to changing longstanding
approachesto safety management). Traditionaly, R&D
work and related support activities (e.g., equipment
setup and maintenance) are controlled at the division
level based on individua researcher’s expertise and
work habits. Consequently, implementation of SBMS
and the new facility operations model, and utilization of
these systems at the task level, constitute a departure
from the past and current practices within ORNL.
Interviews with divison managers and observation of
how work is performed indicate that this effort will
continueto present amajor chalengetothe UT-Battelle
support organizations charged with defining, planning,
implementing, and communicating these systems to
operating divisons.

In addition to cultura factors, ORNL plans for
improvement initiatives are not always sufficiently
developed and detailed to ensure that implementation
will be timely and effective. Some of the schedules
are not redlistic and do not adequately consider the
challenges associated with implementing mgjor changes
at over 30 semi-autonomous ORNL divisions and
driving the changes down through several layers of
management to the working level. In addition, the
current plans do not provide for sufficient participation
by researchers, adequate communications, interim
milestones, and timely feedback. Specific areas of
concern include:

* Many major milestones are scheduled for
completion on or about September 2001. However,
ORNL has not been successful in communicating
expectations for the systems, the portions that will

be implemented in each divison/facility, and the
expected rigor and formality of work processes.
Also, ORNL has not adequately communicated the
implications of the changes in safety management
gpproaches to the working levelsin each division/
facility. ORNL senior managers recognize that
they are not going to meet their September 2001
SBMS goal to implement work planning and
control, and will need to alow more time for
communicationsto and feedback from the divisions.

There is no effective communication or detailed
and clear understanding of how the new systems
will work, and what influence these systems will
have on how work is approved and performed.
Researchers have had limited participation in
defining SBMS subject areas. Many of the
research management and staff expressed their
impression that improvement initiatives are about
“maintenance or housekeeping” and will not
significantly affect the way work is done. The
limited involvement and ownership of safety
management by some line managers (below Level
| managers) in the research division contribute to
the communication weaknesses. ORNL
management indicated that they recognize this
weakness and are increasing their emphasis on
improving theinteractionswith the R&D divisions.
Also, the ISM verification process provided an
overly optimistic assessment of the status of 1SM
implementation and gave incorrect feedback to the
line organizations about the status and effectiveness
of ISM.

Weaknesses in work planning and control persist.
Theimportance of line management ownership for
work planning and control has not been clearly
communicated and is not yet being effectively
implemented. This Stuation isamgjor flaw in the
ISM implementation strategy, and the failure to
effectively establish line management ownership
for safety is a significant concern given that the
DOE ISM policy has been established for more
than five years.

As a mgor element of SBMS, the UT-Battelle
management team is currently involved in the
definition of a new work control process. A
preliminary management system description for this
activity was recently developed and placed on the
SBMSweb site. Thereisastrong commitment to
complete thistask by September 2001. However,




considerable details need to be worked out before
this new process is ready for approval and
implementation within ORNL. In addition,
successful accomplishment of this task requires
broad involvement and extensive interactions with
ORNL divisgons. Division managers interviewed,
however, did not have sufficient knowledge and
understanding of the details of the new process as
currently developed, and were not anticipating an
impending change in how they are operating.

Overall, senior managers at UT-Battelle have
directed much of their leadership and energy to
enhancing ISM by adding SBMS and a new fecility
operationsmodel a ORNL on an accelerated schedule.
Believing that this approach would lead to timely
changes and would address recognized problems,
ORNL management has not devoted sufficient attention
to implementation at the division level and to correcting
identified deficiencies. Considering possible extension
of SBMS schedules, additiona and timely attention is
needed in a number of aress, including alack of clear
ownership of ES&H responsibilities, inadequate
procedures, insufficient procedural use and adherence,
inadequate work control mechanisms, and deficient
configuration management.

Worker Empowerment

Workers at ORNL contribute to ES&H
enhancements through a number of established
mechanisms, such as various safety committees and
multiple processes for addressing employee concerns
and suggestions. Workers are generaly involved in
work planning and control processes. However,
ingtitutional and divisional work control procedures do
not specify worker involvement to the extent expected
by 1SM.

The ORNL policy and procedure for “Stop Work
and Restart Work” clearly empowers the workers to
stop work when faced with an “imminent danger.” The
procedure also identifies alternative avenues for
resolution of lesser hazards. Atomic Tradesand Labor
Council (ATLC) union representatives confirmed that
ORNL workers have exercised their stop work
authority and have generally achieved resolving lesser
safety hazards through the available alternatives.
However, asdiscussed in Safety 1ssue#2 and Appendix
B, there are weaknesses in the policy and procedure.

ORNL workers have multiple avenues for
expressing ES&H concerns, both formally and

informally. They can bring their concerns to their
supervisors, members of line management, and ES& H
Division representatives. They can also pursue
resolution of their concerns through a web page
designated for ES&H questions, various safety
committees, and the ORNL or DOE employee
concerns programs. Both ORNL and DOE prohibit
retribution against employees, subcontractors, and
guestsfor raising concerns. To aleviate potentia fear
of retaliation, many of these avenues can be used
confidentially or anonymoudy. Workers are made
aware of these opportunitiesto addresstheir concerns
and their stop-work right and responsibility through the
ORNL Employee Handbook, initial orientation and
training, web sites, posters, bulletins, and various safety-
and work-related meetings.

ATLC representatives expressed general
satisfaction with the resolution of concerns processed
through the DOE employee concerns program. They
aso indicated that workers were sometimes reluctant
to press their safety concerns, reportedly because of
past examples of intimidation, such asthreats of layoff
or loss of subcontracts. The EH-2 team found no
recent, specific examples of such intimidation.
However, theworkers' perception that management’s
responseto raising safety issues might be punitive was
identified by UT-Battelle during their 1999 ORNL
contractor transition review. Effortsto addressworker-
level concerns, build trust, and improve the safety of
the work environment are contained in the partnership
initiative under development between ATLC and
ORNL.

External Stakeholder Involvement

ORNL, in coordination with ORO, other
contractors at the Oak Ridge Reservation, and
government organizations, supports a robust set of
venues for external stakeholder involvement in ES&H
decisions, with principa focus on environmental and
human health issues. These venues include the Oak
Ridge Site Specific Advisory Board, the Oak Ridge
Reservation Local Oversight Committee and Citizens
Advisory Panel, the Roane County Environmental
Review Board, the Community Reuse Organization of
East Tennessee, the Coalition for a Healthy
Environment, Friends of Oak Ridge National
Laboratory, the Tennessee Department of Environment
and Conservation’s DOE-Oversight Division, and
DOE-gponsored public meetings and comment periods
on abroad range of ES& H issues. Recommendations




that result from these activitiesare carefully considered
for incorporation in final decisions on the issues
reviewed.

Summary of Guiding Principle#1. ORNL has
adequate programs for addressing worker concerns
and involving stakeholders in decisions. ORNL
management has devoted considerable attention and
resources to addressing the recognized deficienciesin
the current 1ISM program. Their mgjor initiatives, such
as SBMS and the facility operations model, are
appropriate and provide agood strategic vision for the
ISM program. Inthe past year, UT-Battelle has made
significant progressin certain aress, established atop-
down approach to implementing the needed
improvements, and demonstrated |eadership and
involvement in safety management.

However, implementation plans for the ORNL
strategic vision needs improvement. ORNL
management need to devote additional attention to
developing sufficiently detailed implementation plans
to ensure that their strategic vision will be redlized.
They dso need to address the significant challenges
associated with implementation of the SBMS, the
facility operations model, and other initiatives across
the ORNL divisions and with communicating the
changes to the research organizations. Recognizing
that their SBMS schedule will be extended, additional
attention is needed to address weaknesses in work
control processes, procedure development and use, and
configuration management on a more timely basis.

2.2 Clear Roles, Responsibilities,
and Authorities

GUIDING PRINCIPLE #2: Clear and unambiguous lines of
authority and responsibility for ensuring safety shall be
established and maintained at all organizational levels within
the Department and its contractors.

Organizations that have effective safety
management programs place responsibility,
authority, and accountability for safety with line
managers. Accordingly, line management must
ensurethat the programincludes well-defined roles,
responsibilities, and processes for ensuring that
management isaccountabl e for safety performance.

Leadership Team

The Leadership Team, chaired by the ORNL
Director, has clear lineresponghbility for ORNL drategic
goas and has assigned appropriate roles to Level |
managers to meet these goals. UT-Battelle has aso
devoted consderable effort to formally implementing
itsroles, responsihilities, authorities, and accountability
(R2A2) process for management and staff. Although
the R2A 2 processisnot expected to befully operational
until theend of fiscal year (FY) 2001, ORNL isdready
realizing some benefits of the system. R2A2 profiles
for ten positions, including the Laboratory Director, vice
presidents, associate |aboratory directors, and directors
of indtitutional support organizations, are currently in
final review and approval by UT-Battelle management.
Review of these documents indicates that ES&H
requirements have been appropriately included. The
expectations developed for Level | managers are
currently being used to define corresponding R2A2s
for lower-level positions within the organization.

When fully implemented at all levels of the
organization, the R2A2 process will benefit ORNL by
establishing relationships among various roles and
positions. It will aso link individuals roles and
responsbilitiesto corporate god s and processes defined
in SBMS management systems, subject area
descriptions, and procedures.

ESH&Q Support Organizations

UT-Battelle has devoted considerable effort to
strengthening the ESH& Q support organizations. As
aresult of these efforts, the roles and responsibilities
of positions and individuals within the ESH& Q
organizations, including the deployed staff, are well
defined. Roles and responsibilities of ESH& Q
managers and staff have also been appropriately
documented in anumber of sources, including individua
position descriptions, the ISM system description,
procedures, and SBMS management system
descriptions and subject area programs.

UT-Battelle is replacing the existing position
descriptions with the Performance and Development
System, a modern web-based system for staff
performance management and compensation.  Within
this system, the “Annua Results Plans’ summarize




employees performance expectationsfor the year and
have been developed by the employees and reviewed
and approved by their supervisors, and are the bases
for annual performancereviews. ES& H requirements
inthese plans are appropriate, and the employees have
agood understanding of what they need to accomplish
to meet their goals.

The respective roles and responsibilities of the
ESH&Q and R&D organizations have not been
adequately coordinated to ensure effective
implementation of ES&H goas and initiatives within
research organizations:

* The corporate ESH& Q organization has been
assigned thelead responsibility for closing the ISM
gaps and for facilitating the definition and
implementation of SBMS system. Asnoted in the
SBMSplan, thesetasks, especidly SBMS definition
and implementation, requiresignificant coordination
with R&D divisions. However, in practice, the
interfaces between ESH& Q and R&D divisions
for implementation of the new initiatives are not
adequately understood and characterized. As a
result, roles and responsibilities for the level of
coordination necessary to implement important
elements of SBMS, such as R&D work control
and planning systems, are not clearly delineated,
understood, or assigned.

* A number of divisions within the ESH&Q
organization are currently preparing memoranda
of understanding with R& D divisionsthey support.
Lack of a process to consolidate this effort and
insufficient participation by upper management of
R&D organizations (e.g., associate laboratory
directors) is hindering this important effort.

Maintenance Organizations

The Plant and Equipment Division provides
maintenance support to all ORNL divisions. Rolesand
responsibilities of Plant and Equipment Division
managers and staff are defined in their position
descriptions.  In addition to postion descriptions, the
Performance and Development System is used for
performance management and compensation. Annual
Results Plans for the Plant and Equipment Division
Director and department heads (i.e., work center
managers) include appropriate requirementsfor ES& H
and ISM.

Pant and Equipment Division procedures identify
the rolesand responsibilities of organizationsrequesting

the work and various Plant and Equipment Division
positions, such as planners and supervisors. Work
requests appropriately identify responsibilities for
involving the workers and obtaining appropriate
technical expertise for such functions as job hazards
evaluations. The Plant and Equipment Division
procedures are not, however, used uniformly acrossall
ORNL organizations.

Memorandaof understanding are used to document
the respective responsibilities and interfaces between
the Plant and Equipment Division and R&D divisons
organizations. The responsibilities and interfaces,
however, have evolved historically and vary significantly
from organization to organization. One of the
ingtitutional gaps identified during UT-Battelle salf-
asessment identifiesa*lack of understanding of safety-
related responsibilities and processes’ for interface
between Plant and Equipment Division craft support
and nuclear facilities. The actions proposed to close
this gap included a series of meetings between Plant
and Equipment Division personnd and nuclear facility
managers, and updates to the memoranda of
understanding. However, the memoranda of
understanding continue to display weaknesses in
definition of safety-related roles, respongbilities, and
interfaces.

UT-Battelleispreparing for amajor reorganization
to implement the new facility operations model, which
is based on facility/tenant use agreements.
Responghilitiesfor definition and implementation of this
model have been appropriately assigned to Facility
Operations, with a September 2001 milestone for
implementation. The Fecility Operations organization
has recently completed a pilot project of the facility/
tenant use agreement model and has made progress
towards implementation. As aresult of these efforts,
a set of comprehensive roles, responsibilities, and
qudification requirements for a number of positions
(e.g., facility managers) have been defined and are
being used to recruit qualified individuals.

R&D/Operations Organizations

ORNL divisions perform a wide variety of R&D
activities, ranging from benchtop research to hot cell
operations. In addition to this very broad scope of
R&D activities, each ORNL division, including the
Metals and Ceramics and Chemical Technology
Divisions, uses a division-specific approach for
performing work and implementing ISM. These
divisions each have dedicated ES&H support
organizationsand individualsin safety-rel ated positions,
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such as Division Safety Officers and Division
Radiological Protection Officers. These personnd,
augmented by staff from institutional ESH& Q
organizations, provide ES&H support to principal
investigators for research projects and to facility
managers when requested. Position descriptions and
annua measuresof performancefor divison and section
managers within the Chemical Technology and Metals
and Ceramics Divisions appropriately incorporate
ES& H roles and responsihilities. In addition, roles and
responsibilities of nuclear facility managers are
appropriately documented in facility operating policies
and requirements.

One Safety Issue was identified under Guiding
Principle #2, addressing inadequate definition and
understanding of line management roles and
responsibilities for ES&H. Although primarily based
on the review of the Metals and Ceramics Division,
the Safety Issue needs to be assessed by ORO and
UT-Battelle for sitewide applicability.

Safety Issue#1: ES&H rolesand responsibilitiesfor
line management within the R&D divisions are not
adequately defined and understood as required by DOE
Policy 450.4, Safety Management System

Although various initiatives are under way, such
as R2A2 and SBMS, the ES&H roles and
respongibilities of line managers within R& D divisons
are currently not well defined or understood. Some of
the group leaders and principa investigators in the

Metas and Ceramics Divison did not display a good
undergtanding of their safety-related respongibilitiesand
were not actively involved in implementation of a
number of safety programs in their workplaces.
Specific concerns identified in the roles and
responsibilities of line managers in the Metals and
Ceramics Division include:

*  Somegroup leedersand principd investigators have
relied excessively on ES&H personnel to perform
safety functions, such as development and
maintenance of new work reviews, which should
be performed by group leaders. Some of these
group leaders did not recognize their ownership of
these documents and indicated that completion and
maintenance of safety records was an ES&H
organizational responsibility rather than a line
management respongbility.

* Most group leadersinterviewed were unaware of
rolesand responsibilitiesthat were assgned to them
by the divison management and documented in
the Metals and Ceramics Division Chemical
Hygiene Plan.

* Many group leaders have not implemented their
responsi bility for maintaining up-to-date L aboratory
Safety Summaries, which are the primary tool for
identifying and communicating hazards, and
authorizing work. Failure to maintain the
summariesisadeficiency in theimplementation of
ISM requirements.

* SomeMetalsand CeramicsDivision group leaders
were unaware of equipment operability
requirements for safety equipment (e.g., fume
hoods, safety showers, and chain hoists) in their
work areas, contributing to instances where
equipment was operated after the inspection date
had lapsed.

* Responsihility for storage and labding of chemicds
was not clearly recognized and assigned in some
laboratories. Some group leaders were unaware
of the extent of the chemical hazards within their
[aboratories.

e Contrary to the requirement of Metals and
Ceramics ISM System Program Plan, job
descriptions for group leaders do not specificaly
and clearly define their responghbility for safety.




* There is no job description for principal
investigators, athough personnd inthis position must
perform various ES& H responsibilities.

* Thereisno formal requirement for line managers
of R&D work to brief their personnel on hazards
and controls before a job starts, or to conduct a
post-job review. Also, there are few written
requirementsfor involving ES& H professondsand
workers in planning the work or improving work
performance through lessons learned.

The ISM gap andysis identified weaknesses in
roles and responsihilities for the Chemical Technology
Divisonthat weresmilar tothoseidentifiedintheMetas
and Ceramics Division. The similarity of the
deficienciesin the two organizationsindicatesthat roles
and responsihilities for R& D line managers congtitute
a sitewide concern that warrants timely management
attention.

Summary of Guiding Principle#2. UT-Battelle
has identified weaknesses in the roles and
responsibilities area on several occasions. Processes
to correct the identified weaknesses, such as R2A2,
have been established and are ongoing. Overall,
however, roles and responsibilities need improvement.
ORNL and ORO need to focus on establishment of a
robust process for assigning roles and responsibilities
and for holding individuals and organizations
accountable for safety performance. Particular
attention is needed to address the poor flowdown of
requirements (see Guiding Principle #5) to the activity
level and the prevailing culture in the R&D divisions,
which higtorically tolerated informality and did not
promote a standards-based approach to safety
management.

2.3 Competence Commensurate
With Responsibilities

GUIDING PRINCIPLE #3: Personnel shall possess the
experience, knowledge, skills, and abilities that are necessary
to discharge their responsibilities.

A fully functioning safety management system
has workers and managers who are technically
competent to perform their jobs and who are
appropriately educated and knowledgeable of the
hazards associated with site operations.

Management must assure that effective training
programs arein place and that sufficient qualified
staff are available. Workers must have the technical
capability to respond to workplace hazards.

Staffing and Qualifications

ORNL has many experienced, well educated, and
well trained personne throughout facility management,
operations, ES&H, and R&D divisions. In general,
ORNL personnel have extensive experience; the
average age of the staff is about 50, and most of the
individuasin facility management and ES& H positions
have worked at ORNL for more than 10 years. The
experience and relative stability of the ORNL staff
have contributed to safety as ORNL has historically
operated with a “people-based” approach to work
planning and control.

However, as discussed elsewhere in this report,
the people-based approach is not consistent with DOE
expectationsfor ISM. UT-Battelleisintheearly stages
of atransition to a standards-based approach to safety
management. This trangition is particularly important
at ORNL because there have been and will continue
to be increases in staff turnover and the associated
loss of corporate memory. Significant staff reductions
in the past few years have resulted in the loss of some
experienced personnel and the realignment of positions.
The recognition that increasing numbers of key ORNL
staff will be approaching retirement age has challenged
ORNL to pursueinitiativesthat are designed to attract
and retain |aboratory personnel for its ongoing R&D
mission (e.g., plans to hire about 250 new personnel
thisyear, including 100 new positionsfor the Spallation
Neutron Project). The expected turnover of personnel
will negate some of the historical safety benefits
associated with a stable, experienced workforce, and
will increase the importance of the trangtion to the
ISM standards-based approach to safety management.
Theincreasingly large numbers of visiting researchers
and students at ORNL also highlight the need for
rigorous and forma safety management approaches
that do not rely exclusively on the capabiility and initigtive
of individuds.

Although staffing levels have been decreasing for
the past severd years, including areas such asESH& Q
and R&D, ORNL has retained sufficient numbers of
qudified staff to effectively perform ES& H-related
functions. ORNL senior management considered
ES&H needs during the staff reductions and
determined that the remaining ESH& Q employees




provided a staffing level consistent with the safety
mission and functions of ORNL.

In some areas, however, safety-related functions
arenot being consistently performed in accordance with
UT-Battelle expectations because staff are not
assigned to the functions. Some divisions have chosen
not to fill the Division Safety Officer positions or have
assgned thet roleto minimaly qudified individuds. The
Plant and Equipment Division has eliminated the
Division Training Manager position, and the Chemica
Technology Division has reduced the number of
Divison Training Officers from five to two. The full
effect of these reductions has not yet been formally
anayzed or addressed by ORNL, and thereisabacklog
of work for some safety-related functions, such as
procedure development, training development, and
record keeping. Thefailureto updatetraining programs
and procedures could create ESH& Q concerns
because training programs or procedures may not
include current safety requirementsor al activitiesthat
may have safety significance.

ORNL personnel generally have the education,
experience, and qudifications consistent with their
positions. Human resource specialists are assigned to
eech directorate to hel p ensure that job postings, position
descriptions, promotions, and al employment activities
focus on identifying and considering the qualifications
necessary for every position. ESH& Q standards are
identified as a core competency for all ORNL
employees. The following concerns, however, were
identified by the EH-2 eva uation team:

* Twopositions, Division Safety Officer and the
Non Nuclear Facility Manager, had no formal
gualification requirements. Thesetwo postions
should have basic ES&H qualifications to
effectively recognize hazards and take appropriate
actionsto resolve safety concerns. Thisdeficiency
was identified in an |ISM self-assessment.

* In some cases, management has established
a requirement that individuals be qualified,
but has not established an effective
gualification program. For example, Metdsand
Ceramics Division management established a
requirement that equipment operators be qualified
to operate machinery. However, the quaification
programisnot well defined (see Core Function #3
in Appendix B).

* The qualifications and training needed by
individuals performing wor k activities cannot

bereadily identified in many cases. Although
currently lacking at ORNL (see Safety |ssue #2),
an effective work planning and control processis
a prerequisite to identifying the needed
competencies, skills, quaifications, and training to
perform work activities. For example, in the
absence of effective work control processes, the
work scope is not well defined and thus is it not
possible to determine what training and
qudifications(e.g., scaffold training, confined space
training) would be required for a specific job.

Training Programs

At the ingitutiona leve, the training program is
well defined. The SBMS Management System
Description for Training and Qualification clearly
establishes the purpose, responsibilities, and operation
of the ORNL ingtitutiona training system. Managers
within the ESH& Q Divison develop inditutiona training
standards, manage the data management system,
provide core training requirements, and communicate
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training information and guidance for the Laboratory.
The data management system contains the institutional
training matrix that links specific job positions to
mandated trai ning requirements. Thedatamanagement
system aso aerts employees and their managers to
the need to renew training/qualifications and identifies
available training courses. The data management
system maintains a complete and readily retrievable
ingtitutiona training record for each employee.
Theresponsbility for ensuring individual employee
training and qudlifications ultimately rests with the
divison and office directors. The divisions reviewed
during this EH-2 evauation effectively captured and
monitored individual employee institutional training




requirements. For example, the Metals and Ceramics
Divison updatesal employees traning and quaification
records at least every two years. A formalized
orientation program is in place for most guests and
visitorsto determinetheir training needsfor site access
or other indtitutiona requirements. Also, the divisons
have agreementsto cover situations where employees
from one division need to access areas in another
divison that may have specid precautions or training
requirements. These agreements are being updated.
In most instances, the individuals who were
interviewed or observed performing work by the EH-2
team had training, skills, and qualifications appropriate
to their responsibilities. However, weaknesses in
facility-gpecific training programswere evident in some
job-specific and employee-specific activities. As
discussed previoudy under this guiding principle, a
significant concern isthat thework planning and control
processes are not currently adequate and do not provide
agood foundation for identifying training requirements.
Therefore, it is difficult for supervisors to determine
precisely what training and qualification requirements
areneeded for thejob. Thus, supervisorsare not dways
able to fulfill their responsibility for ensuring that
personnel are trained and qualified for their assigned
work activities. Other specific concerns include:

* Training for specific hazards or processesis often
informal and not well documented.

* A training and qualification program for equipment
operatorsin the Metalsand Ceramics Division has
not been established, although only “qualified
operators’ are permitted to operate certain
research-related equipment. Typically, an operator
becomes qualified after being mentored by a
“knowledgeable’ operator and reaching alevel of
personal comfort when operating the equipment
unassisted. Operations, safety, and emergency
shutdown performance expectations are not
defined, measured, reviewed, or approved by line
management. ES&H staff are typically not
involved in defining safety training requirements
for qualifying operators, and there is no assurance
that poor work practices will not be passed on to
new operators. A few laboratories use check
sheets that indicate specific capabilities required
for individuasto operate equipment unsupervised.
However, these were devel oped informally without
review by ES&H or approva by management.

* The current data management system does not
incorporate some training records (i.e., recordsin
an older datacollection system that did not transfer
to the new system) and is not designed to easily
accommodate data generated at the facility-specific
level. Therefore, some training records are not
available in the current system to managers and
supervisors that need it to verify qualifications for
work activities.

* There are few provisions for ensuring that
supervisors effectively perform or document their
respongibilities for training individuals when new
hazards are introduced to awork area.

*  Orientation information and assessment of training
requirements for guests and visitors are
inconsigtently applied across the site. While the
Metals and Ceramics Division and Chemical
Technology Division have orientation materialsfor
vigitors, some programs (e.g., M-Plus) did not have
aformalized orientation process.

» Deficiencies in procedures and procedure
adherence (see Safety Issue #3) contribute to the
observed deficiencies in training programs. Two
of the three divisions reviewed did not follow
divison-level proceduresthat encompassed training
programs and thus their training did not meet
divison requirements. For example, inthe Metals
and Ceramics Division, ad hoc job- or facility-
specifictraining is provided by safety professiondls;
however, lessons plans and documentation
(required by thetraining procedure) of thistraining
were not retained.

* A construction subcontractor, who was fulfilling
the safety officer role, had not been adequately
trained to properly monitor hazards of work site
conditions for heat stress and noise.

Although progressto date has been limited, ORNL
personnel indicate that the development of the SBMS
training program and related subject area documents
will addressthe processthet dl divisonsuseto formaize
job-specific training and qualification programs. The
training program subject area documents currently
under development do not address facility-specific and
individual subject areatraining and record keeping, and
no milestones have been set for their completion.




Summary of Guiding Principle#3. ORNL has
many well trained, educated, and highly experienced
personnel. Many aspects of the current training and
gualification programs are effective. While the
experienced and stable workforce has historically
contributed to safety, recent staff reductions have
reguired managers and employeesto assume additional
responsibilities and seek training in expanded roles.
Staff turnover is increasing the importance of the
transition to a standards-based approach to safety
management. Currently, ingitutiona training programs
are generdly well established and implemented.

However, divison-leve training and qualification
programs need improvement to meet DOE ISM
expectations. The current programs are hindered by
deficiencies in work planning and control, and in
procedure use and adherence. Many ORNL initiatives,
such as SBMS, areintended to address deficienciesin
training. ORNL needsto ensurethat draft subject area
documents address all division-level training
weaknesses and have clear milestonesfor completion.

2.4 Balanced Priorities

GUIDING PRINCIPLE #4: Resources shall be effectively
allocated to address safety, programmatic, and operational
considerations. Protecting the public, the workers, and the
environment shall be a priority whenever activities are planned
and performed.

A well-performing organization has a
management system that identifies, analyzes, and
prioritizes risks posed by the hazards inherent in
the work to be performed. The system must also
establish priorities to mitigate those risks. The
priorities are used to request, allocate, and apply
resources to meet safety goals, program goals and
objectives, and operational needs.

Set Expectations and Provide for
Integration

Aspart of their effort toimprove ES& H at ORNL,
UT-Battelle recognizesthat they need to clearly convey
performance expectations and integrate provisions for
meeting these expectations into ORNL management
systems. ES&H expectations have beenincludedin a
Laboratory Agendathat defines strategic objectivesto
be met, as well as initiatives and commitments for
meeting each objective. These objectives, initiatives,
and commitments are aligned with DOE expectations,

which are defined in the Laboratory Agenda as
critical outcomes.

Oneof the ORNL strategic objectives, “ Excellence
in Laboratory Operations and ES&H,” focuses on
ES&H. It includes three subordinate initiatives. (1)
facilities modernization, (2) maximizing research
effectiveness, and (3) enhanced operational discipline.
Thefirg twoinitiativesareintended primarily to promote
improvement of ORNL research by making capita
improvementsto ORNL facilities and reducing the cost
of performing research and operations. The third
initiative addresses ES&H and is supported by
commitments to improve ES&H through 1SM, deploy
SBMS, and upgrade the ORNL infrastructure. These
commitments are appropriate and, if met, should
improve ES&H performance.

ES&H has been given appropriate priority in the
UT-Battelle performance fee evaluation process. UT-
Battelle and OSO have established the FY 2001 UT-
Battelle Performance Evaluation Plan to assess
performance against each of the ORNL Strategic
Objectives and to base the performance fee on the
results. A total fee of $6,860,000 is available in FY
2001. Ten percent of this amount, or $686,000, is
allocated to the “enhanced operational discipline”
initiative.

Translate Mission into Work

To effectively trandate the UT-Battelle Laboratory
Agenda into work, tasks must be developed,
responsibilities assigned, schedules established, and
performance monitored. Project management plans
provide an effective mechanism for implementing

Hot Cell Operations




Agenda commitments. An ISM project management
plan assigns respongbilities and establishes compl etion
datesfor correction of deficienciesand closure of gaps
identified by the OSO and UT-Battelle. The plan aso
includesaprovision for conducting areview of program
effectiveness after the deficiencies and gaps have been
addressed. Satisfactory implementation of this project
management plan should improve ES& H by providing
the ORNL staff with an appropriate set of processes
and procedures. However, effective leadership will
be required to achieve acceptance and implementation
of these processes and procedures by ORNL staff.

ORNL also has a project management plan for
SBMS, but it lacks sufficient detail, milestones, and
provisions to ensure an effective transition from a
“people-based” to a “standards-based” management
system. Asdiscussed under Guiding Principle #5, the
SBMS plan does not provide sufficient criteria or
direction to assure that subject areadocuments, internal
operating procedures, and administrative processes will
be developed when needed. The SBMS plan lacks
sufficient provisions for monitoring and assessing the
effectiveness of implementation.

Although ORNL has a commitment to enhance
operational discipline by upgrading the ORNL
infrastructure, thiscommitment does not have aformal
project management plan. Emerging deficiencies in
the material condition of nuclear facilities have been
managed on an ad hoc basis. The funding alocated
for maintenance of nuclear facilities at ORNL has
historically not been sufficient, as evidenced by the
degraded material condition. Repairs necessary for
compliance have been made, and some equipment has
been upgraded to improve reiability, but funding has
not been sufficient to fully address degradation of
nuclear facilities due to aging equipment. The need
for repair is not always documented, and, when
documented, funding is often not provided.
Maintenance activities often focus on short-term,
minimal solutionsto immediate problems. Non-critical
ventilation maintenance actions are being deferred,
resulting in degradation of the overal materia condition
of the safety-related ventilation systems.

A recent assessment report issued by the UT-
Battelle Office of Independent Oversight recommends:
“Laboratory management needs to consider assigning
higher priority to requests for funds to replace aging
equipment that is critical to safe operation in nuclear
and radiological facilities” No action has been taken
or planned in response to this recommendation.

Initiatives for the enhanced operationa discipline
objective do not include provisions that specifically
address procedural compliance. The EH-2 team
observed a casua approach toward this important
element of operational discipline in ORNL nuclear
facilities. The SBMSmay promote someimprovement
in procedural compliance as the quality of procedures
improves and as roles and responsibilities are more
clearly defined. However, suchimprovementswill take
considerable time. Further, sustained management
commitment is needed to achieve the desired level of
operationa discipline, particularly when the workforce
is not accustomed to the degree of rigor and formality
in operations expected under the DOE ISM system.

Project Prioritization and Resource
Management Systems

Processesfor identifying and prioritizing needsand
for alocating resources are important at ORNL in the
balancing of mission and ES&H priorities because
expenditures in these areas compete for the same
limited resources. The EH-2 team reviewed application
of these processes to determine whether ES& H factors
are appropriately considered in funding decisions, such
as decisions to reduce ES& H staffing and modernize
facilities.

A structured process for assessing the risk
associated with infrastructure needs has been
established. A Risk Ranking Board of five senior
managers has been chartered “to develop a consistent
and integrated approach to commitment of resources
among activities that compete for resources in short
supply.” The Board uses a process for assigning risk
scores based on consideration of impacts related to
public safety and health, site personnel safety and
hedlth, compliance, mission, cost, and environmenta
protection. The Board then computestherisk reduction
that may occur in each of these categories and
integrates these risks into a single risk score. The
Board' s scoring model assigns high weights to safety
and environmental categories. The Board ranks
proposed work based on risk scores and presents the
ranked list to the UT-Battelle Leadership Team for
funding decisions. This process providesamechanism
for focusing the attention of senior managers on the
risks and benefits of competing priorities. Although
the resulting risk assessments areinherently subjective,
they provide valuable assistance to the Leadership
Team in making informed funding decisions. Therisk-
ranking process could be enhanced by more fully




documenting the bases for scores, limiting the use of
informa communications (e.g., email as a substitute
for Board meetings), issuing meeting minutes, and
defining the processin aformal procedure.

The Leadership Team implements this process by
considering safety and environmental impacts in
decisions regarding infrastructure funding. The
Leadership Team periodically reviews risk-ranked
listings of proposed work from the Risk Ranking Board
and makes any adjustments in the priorities that they
believe to be appropriate. During FY 2001, the Board
adjusted the score for about one third of the proposals
it reviewed, in most casesto increase scores of mission-
related work to a level above the funding thresholds.
Such changes are to be expected in view of the lower
weights given to certain activities in the risk-
ranking modd.

UT-Battelle has made infrastructure funding
decisionswith adequate involvement of the OSO. After
review and approval by the Leadership Team, the list
is submitted to the OSO, which reviews the prioritized
list, makes any adjustments in the priorities that it
believes are appropriate, and returns the list to UT-
Battelle with a letter granting or withholding
authorization for expenditure of funds. Although the
process is appropriate, the failure to document some
of the deficient conditions, as discussed below, hinders
the overall effectiveness of the process because the
information provided to management does not reflect
al degraded conditions.

Facility management can request additiona funding
by submitting activity data sheets describing the need
and judtification for this funding. Additiona funding
may be provided to address needsthat are judged most
important to the mission and/or safety. All adjustments
to priorities, and the bases for these adjustments, are
recorded on activity datasheets. Similarly, changesto
authorized expenditures require approval by the
Leadership Team and authorization by the OSO.
However, expenditures are not always consistent with
risk-ranking data on activity data sheets. This
inconsistency occurs when unforeseen circumstances
cause delays in authorized work.

Overall implementation of the process for
identifying infrastructure needs has not been fully
effective because deficient facility conditions have not
been well documented in maintenance work requests.
Systems have been established to manage facility
maintenance backlogs based on priorities assigned to
maintenance work requests. However, deficienciesin
material condition, such as those observed by facility
users and identified by periodic condition assessment

surveys, are often not documented on maintenance work
requests. In somefacilities, personnel do not generate
work requests until adecision to do the work has been
made because of a common belief that there are no
fundsto do thework. Furthermore, activity data sheets
for identified needs are not always prepared because
of abdlief that themoney will not beprovided. Smilarly,
some activity data sheets do not clearly describe
deficient conditions, and some do not include adequate
assessments of safety impacts. There is no forma
procedure that provides instructions, criteria, or
responsibilities for preparing activity data sheets, and
somefacility personne are not familiar with thisfunding
process.

The processfor prioritizing overhead expenditures
for core functional areas is less structured and more
subjective than the one used for prioritizing
infrastructure expenditures. The Risk Ranking Board
reviews and scores proposed overhead expenditures
for core functional areas, such as radiologica control
and nuclear criticdity safety. However, information
about the impact of funding changes in these areasis
not sufficient to assign meaningful scores. Thus, the
assgned scores provide limited benefit to the Leadership
Team for determining the level of funding for core
functional areas, nor are they of value for ranking the
relative risks associated with core functional area and
infrastructure overhead expenditures. The Leadership
Team makes overhead alocation decisions for core
functiona areas based upon budget proposalsfrom the
divison levd.

Exigting management systems at ORNL do not
assure gppropriate consideration of safety during initial
planning of research activities. This initia planning
should formally be required to include an anayss of
whether the activities can be safely accomplished
withinthefacilities. Principal investigatorsand program
managers indicated that ES&H is fully considered as
part of initial planning for research projects and
programs. They also indicated that work under
consderation, including work requested by DOE, is
reviewed to assure that it can be accomplished safely
and that such reviews have caused some work to be
denied. However, reviews are not required by
procedures or process and are not documented, and
responsibility for performing the reviewsis not clearly
assigned. ORNL instruction, “Preparation of ORNL
Programs and Budget Proposals,” revised
December 2000, implies a requirement for such
reviews, as it requires that safety and health resource
needs be assessed prior to proposing work and that
fieldwork proposals include an explicit estimate and




explanation of health and safety expenditures. This
information has not been included on fieldwork
proposals submitted to DOE this year. Headquarters
program offices authorize approved research to begin
by issuing guidance letters to UT-Battelle through the
OSO. These letters do not normally address ES& H.

Summary of Guiding Principle#4. UT-Battelle
hasintegrated ES& H into aL aboratory Agendathat is
closdly digned with DOE expectations. The set of
objectives, initiatives, and commitments defined in this
Agenda is appropriate to meet DOE expectations for
ES&H. However, project management plans do not
include adequate details on implementation within the
divisons. Also, planstoimprove procedural compliance
and ensure maintenance of infrastructure and aging
ORNL facilities are not devel oped.

In general, ORNL has adequate processes for
ensuring that management makes informed decisions
when balancing safety priorities against operational and
mission needs and alocating resources to ES&H
programs. The processes are well defined and
appropriately involve ORO and UT-Battelle
management, including senior managers, and most have
mechanismsfor considering ES&H needs. Additional
attention is needed to ensure that deficient facility
conditions are fully documented so that management
can make informed decisions based on accurate
information.

2.5 Identification of Safety
Standards and
Requirements

GUIDING PRINCIPLE #5: Before work is performed, the
associated hazards shall be evaluated and an agreed-upon
set of safety standards shall be established that, if properly
implemented, will provide adequate assurance that the public,
the workers, and the environment are protected from adverse
consequences.

An effective safety management system must
include processesto identify, communicate, execute,
and monitor all applicable DOE requirements and
Federal, state, and local regulations. In addition,
processes that provide change control and
mai ntenance mechanismsfor a given set of baseline
requirements must be in place. Translating these
requirements into policies, programs, and
procedures; tailoring them to specific work
activities; and effectively implementing them so as
to protect workers, the public, and the environment

are a necessary and integral part of an effective
safety management system. These processes are
closely related with processesto analyze and control
hazards described under Guiding Principle #6.

Contractual Requirements

ORO and UT-Battelle have adequate processes
for incorporating externa (e.g., Federal and state)
regulations and DOE directives into the ORNL
contract. The ORO directive management system
meets the requirements of DOE Order 251.1A,
Directives System and the associated DOE Manudl.
ORO Order 250 establishes clear processes and
responsibilities for implementing the system. The
ORNL contract references all requirements and is
updated quarterly. Most ES&H requirements are
contained in the work smart standards, which are
developed and maintained in accordance with ORO
Order 250 and DOE Manua 450.3-1, Authorizing Use
of the Necessary and Sufficient Process for
Standards-Based Environment, Safety and Health
Management.

Although the processes are generaly adeguate,
some safety-related DOE requirements are not
incorporated into the current ORNL contract. As part
of thework smart standards processin the past severa
years, ORO and the current and previous prime
contractors decided that certain DOE requirements
were not necessary because they were redundant to
other Federal or state requirements. In some cases,
these decisions resulted in a Situation where there are
no clear contractual requirements for systems/
processes normally required at facilitieswith potentialy
hazardous materialsand operations. Examplesinclude:

* DOE Order 5480.19, Conduct of Operations
Requirements for DOE Facilities. This order
was included in the ORNL High Flux Isotope
Reactor work smart standard subset but was not
included for ORNL Category 2 or 3 nuclear
facilities. Category 2 and 3 nuclear facilities have
not implemented alternative standards that provide
for a comparable level of rigor in conduct of
operations. DOE Order 5480.19 appliestodl DOE
facilities and provides for a graded approach in
applying the order. The lack of a conduct of
operations program contributed to the deficiencies
in conduct of operations, procedures, and
procedural adherence discussed throughout
thisreport.




e DOE Order 440.1A, Worker Protection
Management for DOE Federal and Contractor
Employees. Certain sections of DOE Order
440.1A are included in the ORNL work smart
standards. However, some sections are not
included, apparently because ORNL believes that
equivalent requirements are contained in
Occupationa Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) requirements (29 CFR 1910 and selected
parts of 29 CFR 1926). However, some safety
and hedlth elements applicable to DOE facilities
are not adequately addressed in the Code of Federd
Regulations (CFR) requirements. For example,
DOE requirements for assessing and documenting
worker baseline exposure to various hazard types
and certain construction safety and industrial
hygiene requirementsare not covered in the current
ORNL contract.

e DOE Order 414.1A, Quality Assurance. In
1996, ORO and the previous ORNL contractor
determined that DOE Order 5700.6C, Quality
Assurance, was not necessary. ORNL and the
previous contractor also evaluated subsequent
revisonsto the DOE quality assurance orders(i.e.,
DOE Order 414.1, dated 11/24/98, and DOE Order
414.1A, dated 9/29/99) and determined not to
include them in the work smart standards. The
decision not to implement DOE Order 414.1A (or
its predecessor orders) contributed to observed
deficiencies in the ORNL assessment programs
(as discussed under Core Function #5 in
Appendix B), the poor quality of procedures and
program documents, and incorrect qudity level
designations of safety system modifications (see
Essential System Functional Review in
Section 2.6).

The recent issuance of 10 CFR 830 Subpart A
and Subpart B has prompted ORO and UT-Battelle to
reconsider certain previous decisons. For example,
DOE Order 460.1, Packaging and Transportation
Safety, was historically not included in the work smart
standards set but was reevauated in February 2001
and incorporated into the ORNL contract in March
2001 primarily dueto theissuance of SubpartsA and B.
The inclusion of this order fills a previous gep in the
requirements (i.e., provisions for onsite transport of
radioactive materialsare now included in the contract).
The DOE order on fire hazards analysis (DOE

Order 420) was recently added to the contract (see
Guiding Principle#6). Further, theissuance of Subparts
A and B has prompted ORO and UT-Baittelle to
establish ateam that is presently reeval uating the quality
assuranceorder for possibleinclusoninthework smart
standard set.

In their gap analysis, UT-Battelle recognized that
the requirements in the contract were incomplete and
that decisions to omit al or portions of certain DOE
orders required reevaluation. However, UT-Battelle
isanalyzing theimpact of the omitted requirementsand
determining whether contract modifications are
warranted (with the exception of the DOE requirements
encompassed by the recent issuance of Subparts A
and B).

The requirements of DOE Order 430.1A have not
been adequately flowed down and implemented at the
facility and activity level. Therefore, essentid e ements
of maintenance management, including configuration
management, equipment identification through amaster
equipment list, and management of maintenance
backlogs, are not adequately implemented (see
Appendix A and B). Also, the ORNL suspect and
counterfeit parts program is not comprehensive.

Subcontracts

Flowdown of requirements to UT-Battelle
subcontractors has been strengthened in the past year.
Much of the improvement has occurred as a result of
the corrective actions taken by ORO, OSO, and UT-
Battellein response to an August 2000 Type B accident
at the Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant involving
an individua working under a subcontract to ORNL.
The corrective action plans developed by ORO and
ORNL included immediate actions, such as
implementing arigorousreview processfor processing
and approving requested subcontracts and revising the
procedure governing the identification of ES&H
requirements in service subcontracts.

With the recent improvements, the current
processes are adequate to ensure that ES&H
requirements are in subcontracts. Subcontracts
reviewed during this EH-2 evauation generaly included
appropriate ES&H requirements. However, as
discussed in other sections of this report (e.g., Core
Function #5), the oversight, assessment, and
enforcement of the requirements are not consistently
effective.




Translating Requirements into
Procedures and Work Instructions

Although contractual requirements are specified
and regularly updated, the current ORNL processes
for trandating requirements into procedures and work
ingtructions a the site level and within al divisonsare
not consistently effective. There is currently no
consistent sitewide implementation process for the
flowdown of requirements from the contract to the
activity-level implementing procedures as required by
DOE Policy 450.3 and ORO Order 250.

In its trangition plan, UT-Battelle recognized that
the current requirements management processes are
inadequate. UT-Battelle plansto addressawiderange
of deficiencies in requirements management and
procedures by implementing the SBMS, a process-
based approach that translates laws, orders, and
regulatory requirements into useable procedures and
guiddinesto help personnd perform their assgned work
safely and efficiently. Asenvisioned by UT-Battelle,
SBMS will include a comprehensive system of
management System descriptions, program descriptions,
subject areas, procedures, and requirement decision
records.

SBMSisamajor areafocus for UT-Battelle and
is receiving significant management attention and
resources. UT-Battelle has experience in establishing
and implementing SBMS at other DOE |aboratories
and plansto apply lessons|earned at other |aboratories
to ensure the successful implementation of SBMS at
ORNL. UT-Battdleistaking a“top-down” approach
to establishing SBMS by first focusing on the SBMS
responsbilities, authorities, and upper-tier documents,
such as management system descriptions. As the
upper-tier documents are completed, UT-Baittelle plans
to focus on successively lower tiers of documents, with
the goa of establishing and continually updating a
comprehensive set of working-level procedures.

Since taking over the contract in April 2000, UT-
Battelle has made significant progress in establishing
the SBMS program and the upper-tier SBMS
documents. Accomplishments to date include:

* Establishing the ORNL Requirements Manager
position asthe single control point for al directives

» Edablishing rolesand responsbilitiesfor the SBMS
program, including owners for each management
system and subject area

* Implementing the directives management portion
of SBMS

» Egtablishing processesfor daily reviews of various
information sources, such as the Federal Register
and Consensus Standard Organizations
Publications, to identify new or modified
requirements

» Establishing procedures for the requirements
management subject area to support the ORNL
directives management program

* Issuing 18 policy statements

* |Issuing 21 of 23 management system descriptions,
with the remaining two scheduled for issuance in
the near future.

Although progress has been made, ORNL isinthe
early stages of SBM S implementation and much work
remains to complete the lower-tier documents. For
example, only 6 of 165 subject area documents have
been findized, and none of the 8 facility use agreements
has beenissued. In addition, progress on ORNL-wide
procedures and facility-specific procedures has been
limited. Further, 385 requirement decision records,
which will trace the flowdown and implementation of
the contract requirements, cannot be completed until
the other key elements are issued. Currently, some
top-tier documents that have been issued establish
requirements for which the lower-tier implementing
proceduresdo not exist. Thiscreatesasituation where
requirements are in force but are not being
implemented.

The EH-2 review of UT-Battelle plansand actions
to date indicates that the SBMS system has the
potential to serve as an effective program for ensuring
that contract requirementsflow down through al levels
to the implementing process or procedure. However,
the ORNL SBM Simplementation plan doesnot contain
sufficient detail and lower-tier schedulesto ensure that
the SBM Simplementation will betimely and effective.
In addition, the implementation plan does not identify
resources needed to accomplish the magjor efforts or
analyze the critical paths and interfaces.

Further, the SBMS implementation does not
adequately address the challenges associated with
ensuring that SBMS is understood, accepted, and
effectively implemented by about 30 separate and




largely autonomous ORNL divisions and directorates.
The implementation plan does not adequately address:

* The management challenges associated with
trangitioning to rigorousand formal processes, such
as an effective work planning and control process,
when most personnd, including R&D personnd,
are not accustomed to working under a system of
forma controls and rigorous procedures.

*  Theneedto plan for training, communication, and
worker involvement in the transition to a new
system of procedures. Many of the workers
interviewed by the EH-2 team had little or no
knowledge of ISM or SBMS, indicating that
significant effort will be needed to ensure that
workers fully understand, accept, and implement
the SBMS.

* Thefact that some divisions, such as Metals and
Ceramics, are using external requirements (as
discussed in Section 2.6), some of which are less
conservative than DOE requirements, and thuswill
require additiond effort to transition to a uniform
ORNL SBMS.

* Provisons for sdlf-assessments and independent
assessments of SBMS progress and products at
various stages of development and implementation.
Such feedback is needed to ensure that management
expectationsare being fulfilled and to ensure timely
corrective actions if they are not.

*  Theneedfor clear and unambiguous expectations
in program documents and procedures. Although
recent documents areimproved, they do not dways
provide clear and explicit instructions to personnel
who must implement the procedures and
requirements. For example, recent documents till
include ambiguous instructions (e.g., statements
that personnel “should” perform an action but no
clear requirement that they must do so).

While SBMS has good potential, its current
effectiveness is limited by the current lack of an
effective work planning and control processat ORNL,
as discussed under Safety Issue #2. SBMS relies on
the concept of applying requirements to specific work
activities. In the absence of an effective work control
process, there is not sufficient assurance that the scope
of work is adequately defined; that hazards are

identified; that work is appropriately authorized; and
that personnd work within established work scopes
and controls. Asaresult, thereisasgnificant likelihood
that the requirements established through SBMS will
not be sufficient because the work scopesand controls
may be incomplete or because the work may be
performed outside established boundaries.

Summary of Guiding Principle#5. The current
ORNL processes for identifying and communicating
standards and requirements need improvement to
address numerouslegacy deficiencies, such asthelack
of an effective system for trand ating requirementsinto
implementing procedures. ORNL recognizes that
improvements are needed and hasimplemented severa
recent enhancements, such asimproved processes for
flowdown of requirements to subcontractors and
improvements in the directives management process.
Other important enhancements are under way through
the SBMSinitiative. However, ORNL and ORO need
to ensure that plans for implementing SBMS contain
sufficient detail to ensure timely and effective
implementation with particular attention in the areas of
lower-tier schedules, transition and communication
plans, and theintegration of themaor ORNL initiatives.

2.6 Hazard Controls Tailored to
Work Being Performed

GUIDING PRINCIPLE #6: Administrative and engineering
controls to prevent and mitigate hazards shall be tailored to
the work being performed and associated hazards.

To conduct work safely, line management must
ensure that structured processes exist and are
implemented sitewide to identify and analyze work
hazards consistent with the compl exity of the work
activity and the significance of the risk. The
appropriate engineering and administrative
controls and personal protective equipment must
be established and properly implemented to prevent
or mitigate hazards identified before start of the
work activity.

Institutional Level

ORNL institutional procedures are generally
adequate in addressing the development and
maintenance of safety analyses and facilitating
consistent analysis and control of hazards at nuclear
facilities. Theingtitutiona procedurestypically require
that safety analyses be devel oped and maintained based




Building 7920 at ORNL

on applicable DOE standards and/or DOE orders for
hazard identification, analys's, and control at thefacility
level. For example, procedure ORNL-FS-PO1, ORNL
Unreviewed Safety Questions (USQ) for Nuclear
Facilities, is consstent with DOE Order 5480.21.

Comprehensivefire hazards analyseshave not been
devel oped and incorporated into the documented safety
analysis for most ORNL nuclear facilities. Fire
protection expectations are described in 10 CFR 830,
which cites DOE Order 420.1. However, DOE Order
420.1 was not included in the ORNL contract until
recently (April 2001), and ORNL was not contractualy
accountable for its implementation (see Guiding
Principle #5).

Although ingtitutional requirements specified in
ORNL FS-P01 and ORNL-FS-P03, ORNL
Configuration Management for Nuclear Facilities,
are adequate, the flowdown of these requirementsinto
facility maintenance procedures, which implement
facility modifications and screening for USQ
determinations, was not consistently effective in the
ORNL divisons reviewed. As discussed later in this
section and in Appendices A and B, these requirements
are not being effectively implemented for REDC
Building 7920 modifications to safety-class ventilation
systems, and severa instances of failure to perform
USQ determinations were identified.

Facility-Level Hazards Analysis

ORNL is making progress in upgrading facility
safety analysis reports (SARS) and technical safety
requirements (TSRs) for approval by ORO. The
origind SAR upgrade program implementation plan
identified nine Hazard Category 1, 2, and 3 nuclear
facilities that needed SARs and TSRs. Those
documents were prepared and submitted to ORO on

schedule, and al but two have been approved. The
facilities reviewed during this EH-2 evauation have
upgraded and approved SARs and TSRs or are
operating under an approved basis for interim
operation (BIO).

Progress is being made in accordance with
approved implementation plans to ensure that ORNL
safety basis documents fully meet DOE regulations
contained in Subpart B of 10 CFR 830. ORNL is
developing a Transportation Safety Document in
accordancewith DOE Order 460.1A, Packaging and
Transportation Safety, to meet the intent of 10 CFR
830 Subpart B. ORNL isin the process of developing
a detailed 10 CFR 830 Subpart B Implementation
Project Plan to meet the April 2003 implementation
milestone.

Activity-Level Hazards Analysis

Appendix B provides a detailed discussion of
activity-level hazards analysis and controlsin terms of
the core functions of ISM. This section summarizes
the most important findings and presents two Safety
Issues related to procedure development and
implementation, and site work planning and control
processes.

ORNL hazards analysis and work planning
processes are not aways effective in ensuring that al
work is adequately defined, all hazards are identified
and analyzed, and necessary controls are established
and implemented as required by DOE Policy 450.4,
Safety Management System. Some of the major
weaknesses identified in the UT-Battelle ISM gap
analysis are:

* No fully implemented, standardized Laboratory-
level work control policy or process

»  Lack of established minimum requirementsrelated
to processes that implement ORNL-LM-006,
Work Control Policy

* Lack of aconsistent, ORNL-wide method for job
hazard evauation (JHE) process application and
use

e Improvement needed in hazard identification and
control process for research projects

* Insufficient worker participation in selection of

hazard controls



* Lack of rigor in formal work control and
implementation of JHE processes, and reliance on
skill of the craft.

ORNL recognizes the need to strengthen hazards
analysis and work planning and controls. As aresult
of the UT-Battelle gap analysis, work planning and
control improvements have been identified asacritical
need in the ORNL Ingtitutional Plan. ORNL actions
and initiatives, such as SBM Sand thefacility operations
model, to addressthe previoudy identified weaknesses
in work planning and control are in various stages of
development and implementation. While some
improvements have been made, progressin addressing
many of the identified work planning and control
deficiencies has been limited.

Therearedeficienciesin hazards analysisand work
planning and control asimplemented at the facility and
activity levelsin the divisons reviewed. For example,
R&D personnel performed work, involving handling
highly radioactive materials, that had not been
adequately analyzed to ensure that radiation exposure
was minimized in accordance with the DOE as-low-
as-reasonably-achievable (ALARA) principle and that
appropriate personal protective equipment was used.
Further, procedures were not used when the work was
performed, and few engineering or administrative
controls were established.

Although ORNL hassevera ongoing initiativesthat
are intended to improve hazards analysis and control
and work planning, the SBM S management descriptions
and program descriptions for work control and
procedure development and use do not effectively
address dl of the weaknesses identified in the ORNL
ISM gap analysis. Further, the initiatives are not
sufficiently developed to ensure that they can be
effectively implemented across ORNL facilities.
Specific areas of concern include:

e  SBMSfor R&D work control isin the formative
stages of development, activities related to actual
implementation in the field are not well defined;
coordination between ESH& Q and the R&D
divisions has not been sufficient; and the schedules
for implementation are very ambitious and are not
being met.

* Although the gap andysis identified that ORNL-
LM-006, Work Control Policy, was not fully
implemented and lacked mandated minimum
requirements, the current version of the SBMS

work control management description does not
describe how work control at ORNL will function
or the various elements of the different types of
work, nor doesit identify the minimum requirements
for establishing the basis for subject areas within
the management description.

* The current JHE program does not sufficiently
identify minimum requirements, such asthresholds
for ES&H or safety professional involvement, that
will lead to effective identification and anaysis of
job hazards.

* Procedure use and adherence constitute a
continued problem recognized by management.
However, there was no specifically identified ISM
gap or ongoing actionsto strengthen procedure use
and adherence. Ongoing programs, such asSBMS,
are not always sufficiently developed and detailed
to enaure that its implementation will adequately
address procedure use and adherence.

Increased management attention is needed to
ensure that SBMS management and program
description documents clearly identify mgor elements
of the program, describe the program, define subject
areas, and establish minimum requirements for hazard
identification and control processes across ORNL.

Two Safety Issueswere identified in activity-level
hazards analyses and controls. (1) inadequate work
planning and control, and (2) deficienciesin procedure
quality, use, and adherence. Although based on
information gathered in the three divisions that were
reviewed, both of these Safety Issues need to be
evauated for stewide gpplicability.

Safety I ssue#2. The Metals and Ceramics Division
work planning and control processesfor R& D activities
arenot well defined or documented. Additionaly, there
are weaknesses in sitewide procedures for identifying
and analyzing hazards, stop-work policies, and work
control processes for maintenance work.

TheMetalsand CeramicsDivision reliestoo much
on a“ people-based” work planning process rather than
aformally documented process as expected in amature
ISM program. Weaknesses include the following
(edditional related details and examples are discussed
in Appendix B):

*  Thereisnowdl-defined R& D work control process
for implementing the five core functions of 1SM.




Currently, research work is described through a
variety of informal mechanismsthat do not establish
an adequate, documented foundation for

determining therigor and depth of required hazard
identification and analysis, or the level of

involvement of ES&H when defining the work.

The existing R&D hazard identification and
analysis processes (i.e., Laboratory Safety
Summary and New Work ESH& Q Review forms)
areineffective. Theseformsare not controlled by
procedure, and there are no instructions for their
preparation, approval, and use. Asaresult, for a
number of R& D work activities, the work was not
sufficiently defined, hazards were not clearly
identified, and appropriate controls were not
specified.

Existing processes do not address some R& D work

activities, and the processes have not been tailored
toaddressal R&D activities. For example, routine
work with chemicals and replacement of furnace
elements are not addressed by existing processes.
Although hazards and some controlsmay have been
informally identified, thereisno record of thework
activity, the potential hazards, or the agreed-upon
controls.

For non-nuclear fecilities within the Metals and
Ceramics Division, there is no clearly defined
process for authorizing al work (including routine
work) based onthe ES& H risk of the activity. 1SM
requires work authorization processes to include
both formally approving work and then verifying
that facility conditions are appropriate just before
work is started.

Sitewide work planning and control process and

implementation weaknesses include deficiencies in
sitewide procedures for identifying and analyzing
hazards, deficiencies in establishing controls,
deficiencies in stop-work procedures, and failure to
rigoroudy follow and implement existing work control
documents and procedures. Specific concernsinclude:

The sitewide JHE program description mandates
a set of requirements for implementation of a
consistent sitewide program that results in the
identification and andysisof al hazardsfor al work
activities. However, the JHE process allows
ORNL divisonsto implement divison-specific HE

procedures rather than using a consistent sitewide
process. There are no instructions in the JHE
program description or the division-level
procedures that were reviewed for completing
formsand checklists. The JHE program description
states that forms and checklists serve only as
guides, indicating that they may be optiona, without
any requirements that an equivalent process
be used.

Alternatives to the JHE process, such as the
Problem Safety Summary used in the Chemica
Technology Division and the New Work ESH& Q
Review used inthe Metalsand Ceramics Division,
do not clearly meet the intent of the JHE program
description. For example, the dternative methods
do not include clearly written specific thresholds
for ES& H or safety professiond involvement based
on the risk of the work activity.

Thereareno clear linkagesor triggersfor readiness
review condderationswithin thework planning and
control processes for modifications performed
under maintenance job requests. Depending on
the modification or installation, areadiness review
may be required by DOE Order 425.1B, Startup
and Restart of Nuclear Facilities.

Consistent USQ screenings of work activities,
required by DOE Order 5480.21 and the ste USQ
procedure, are not being completed because of
deficiencies and inconsistencies in screening
processesin the various work control procedures.
Examples of failureto perform USQ screenswere
identified in the essential system functional review
(see below and Appendix A).

Ambiguity and insufficient mandatory reporting
requirements in the site stop-work policy and
procedure could result in unreported and
undocumented “imminent danger” and unsafe
work situations. For example, the ORO sitewide
stop-work policy does not require mandatory
reporting of unsafe conditions because it uses
conditional language (i.e., “should” rather than
“shdll”). The ORNL program description for stop-
work contains insufficient mandatory reporting
requirements and could result in unreported and
undocumented “imminent danger” and unsafe
work conditions. The program description alows
an immediately correctable imminent danger




condition to be corrected without ES&H
involvement or notification to divison management
(see Safety Issue #2).

* Thepersond job hazard evaluation card systemiis
not being adequately implemented as required by
the Plant and Equipment Divison work control
procedure. Asaresult, the defined scope of work
for Plant and Equipment Division “blanket” tasks
and other grade 4 (routine) work is not well
specified and documented on either the
maintenance job request or the personal JHE cards.
Thereareaso deficienciesin Plant and Equipment
Division work control procedure and deficiencies
in clearly specifying the equipment (e.g., equipment
name and/or identification numbers) onwork control
documents within the divisions.

* REDC work packagesreveaed numerousfailures
to follow procedures (such as hazards present in
thework areanot being identified on the JHE) and
other adminigtrative deficienciesin the devel opment
and completion of work packages and supporting
documentation.

As discussed in Appendix B, programmatic and
implementation deficienciesin the sSteand division work
control procedures have resulted in deficiencies in
planning work, identifying and anadyzing hazards, and
implementing adequate controls.

Safety Issue #3: Numerous ORNL division-level
procedures are not adequately developed and/or used
to support effectiveimplementation of 1ISM asrequired
by DOE Palicy 450.4.

ORNL does not have an adequate institutional
policy and process for the development and use of
procedures. As a result, the individual divisons and
groups are free to establish their own expectationsand
practices, which vary in quality, detail, and
implementation. These practices are not consistently
effective. The divisions that were reviewed all had
deficiencies in procedure development and/or use.
These deficiencies contribute to many inadequaciesin
the quality of procedures. Many procedures do not
adequately identify hazards and controls or
communicate them to the personnel using the
procedures. Further, there are no proceduresfor some
R&D work and some work involving safety-class

ventilation systems. When procedures exist, ORNL
personnel often do not use them at the work site, and
many ORNL personnel, including managers and
supervisors, believe that procedures are not mandatory
and may be modified or disregarded without formal
review and approval. Longstanding management
practices (which tolerate a lax attitude toward
procedural use and compliance) and inadequate
procedures (which contain ambiguous requirements)
ingppropriately reinforce the perception that procedures
provide optional guidance rather than mandatory
direction.

ORNL ingtitutiond policy on procedures consists
of a guidance document—ORNL Conduct of
Operations Guidance Document—but few mandatory
requirements. Specific deficiencies in the approach
taken to apply the guidance include:

* The current policies do not adequately specify
minimum requirementsfor procedure devel opment,
use, and adherence. For example, there is no
management commitment to procedural
compliance.

*  There are no minimum standards for independent
review or validation and verification compliance,
and no requirement to implement DOE standards
for procedure development or conduct of operations
principles.

* Thereisno effectiveingtitutional system to ensure
that individual divisions adequately establish
procedures and that ingtitutional expectations are
implemented at dl levels of the organization.

Specific concernswith the procedure devel opment
processes in the divisons stem from the inadequate
indtitutiona policy:

* There are significant differences at the divisional
and facility level in the procedure review and
approval processes, and the various processes do
not ensure adequate ES&H reviews in all cases.
For example, the procedure review and approva
process used for Buildings 7920 and 7930 permitted
the approva of specia operating procedures (one-
time-use verification procedures) without safety
professional review, even when chemicd hazards
were involved, as was the case in Building 7920.
Asaresult, most operating procedures, especidly
for chemical processes at Building 7920, have not




been reviewed for potentia hazards by a safety
professional, and many procedures lacked safety
instructionsin accordancewith material safety data
sheets (M SDSs) for chemicalsor ORNL chemical
handling guidance.

REDC AP-1, Policy and Procedure for
Development, Writing, Review, Approval, Use
and Document Control of Procedures, doesnot
provide detailed guidance on the verification and
validation process, especialy regarding the criteria
for asatisfactory procedure. Thisshortcoming has
contributed to aprocessfor procedure verification
and usage & REDC in Building 7920 that allows
for many in-cell processing procedures to contain
numerous redlines, craoss-outs, major step deletions,
and written additions. The number of handwritten
changes makes the procedures confusing and
increases the potential for operator error.

Requirements for procedure devel opment and use
are not well defined or communicated within the
Metals and Ceramics Division. Instructions have
not been developed to clarify when standard
operating procedures (SOPs) or guidelines (SOGs)
areto beused. Although a Metals and Ceramics
Division quality assurance (QA) standard has been
issued concerning procedure requirements, it isnot
used consistently throughout the division.

Because of the inadequate processes for

devel oping procedures, the quality of proceduresvaries
considerably and some procedures are inadequate:

As discussed in Appendix A, severa procedures
that apply to the procedure modification process
at REDC do not provide specific guidance for that
process. For example, configuration management
procedures do not provide clear and concise
directions on quality requirements and independent
verification.

Several TSR surveillance ventilation system
procedures contain the statement, “ If modifications
to the procedure are required in the course of an
operation, it is anticipated that the person(s)
performing the work will respond appropriately
according to their own judgment.” This statement
would allow procedure revisions without the
gppropriate controls required by 10 CFR 830.120
and DOE Order 5480.21. Such uncontrolled

revisions and other practices are inconsistent with
the requirements of the CFR and the DOE order
but are permitted by the REDC procedure for
devel oping, writing, reviewing, gpproving, usng, and
controlling procedures. In response to this
observation, facility management indicated that
they have revised these procedures to require
mandatory compliance.

REDC has no procedures addressing startup,
normal operations and operating parameters,
system shutdown, and valve and dectrica lineups
for the ventilation systems. Facility management
relies on operator and supervisor knowledge,
system familiarity, and training rather than approved
standards.

Procedural guidance for responding to upsets in
safety-class ventilation systems at REDC are
poorly written, are not user-friendly, contain multiple
actions within individual steps, address multiple
conditions or darms without the benefit of atable
of contents, and are generally not written in
accordance with industry standards or DOE
expectations delineated in DOE-STD-1029,
“Writer's Guide for Technical Procedures.”
Although they affect safety-class systems, use of
these procedures is not mandatory.

When Metals and Ceramics Division personnel in
Building 3025E removed highly radioactive
materialsfrom ahot cell, the associated radiologica
work permit (RWP) did not prescribe adeguate
persond protective equipment, monitoring, or tooling
for ALARA considerations (i.e., leaded vinyl
gloves, extremity dosimetry, and/or long-
handle tooling).

There is no clear ingtitutional policy that requires

procedural use and adherence that flows down through
the organization. Asaresult, ORNL personnel often
do not use or follow existing procedures. Situations
where procedureswere not used or followed that could
have impacted safety include:

At REDC, operators did not display an adequate
knowledge of alarm response and abnormal event
response during simulated scenarios involving
abnormal events with ventilation systems. None
of the operators immediately referred to the
guidance proceduresfor abnormal event response,




and many of the operators did not respond as
instructed by the guidance proceduresfor abnormal
events. Operatorsindicated that they did not trust
the abnormal event response and alarm response
procedures and felt that the procedures could not
help them in al Stuations.

* Procedural non-compliances contribute to
configuration control problems. For example, out
of the 17 reviewed modification packages, none
addressed impacts on preventive maintenance and
calibration, although procedures require these
subjects to be addressed. Although required by
procedure, the modification processis not used as
avehicle for implementing changes to preventive
maintenance.

* Metasand CeramicsDivision personnel removing
highly radioactive materials from ahot cell did not
use or follow procedures. The procedure was
available but not used or referenced. The
procedure checklist, which provides a signoff for
each magjor step, was not used. As a result,
activities were conducted out of sequence, and
some were missed. Key steps that were omitted
included the performance of radiological
contamination smears and dose readings of the
area. It was determined that the facility was not
closely following the procedure because of
confusion regarding the facility and division policy
on verbatim use of procedures.

*  Theapplicable procedure was not used at Building
3525 during receipt of anuclear material shipment.
Not dl individuas performing this activity had been
trained in accordance with the procedure.

* Many of the deficiencies noted in training and
assessments throughout this EH-2 evaluation
resulted from lack of adherence to existing
procedures. While the current procedures have
some deficiencies, their implementation would have
precluded many of the observed deficiencies. For
example, procedures require assessments to be
performed, but line managers did not conduct the
assessments.

These deficiencies adversely affect |SM
implementation and could have undesired safety
conseguences. The ORO/ORNL decisonnottoinclude
DOE Order 5840.19, Conduct of Operations, in the

ORNL contract contributes to the observed
deficiencies. ORNL isnot required to follow that order
and has not established a suitable alternative policy that
provides mandatory institutional requirements for an
effective conduct of operations program.

Essential System Functional Review

This section provides a summary of the results of
the essentia systemsreview, whichisdiscussed further
in Appendix A. The functional review of essentia
systems focused on four ventilation systems at the
REDC Building 7920: (1) the Vessd Off-Gas (VOG)
system, (2) the Cell Off-Gas (COG) system, (3) the
Laboratory Area (LA) exhaust system, and (4) the
Hot Cdll Support Area(HCSA) exhaust system. These
systems were sel ected because the facility mission will
continue for some time, the systems are designated as
safety class systems, and functionality is necessary to
protect workers, the public, and the environment from
radiologica consequences during normal operationsand
following abnormal events or accidents. The results
are divided into four areas. configuration control,
maintenance, surveillance and testing, and operations

Configuration Management. Some aspects of
configuration control were effectively implemented. For
example, most unreviewed safety question
determinations (USQDs) performed in support of
REDC modification activities were comprehensive and
adequately analyzed effects of modifications on the
authorization basis. However, in general, configuration
management at REDC isinformal and ineffective, and
it is not being implemented as set forth in 10 CFR
830.120 and the Building 7920 SAR and TSR
administrative controls. Although configuration
management requirements are provided in facility
procedures, they are not being followed in many cases.
Procedures are not providing clear and concise
directions on quality requirements and independent
verification. Neither independent design verification
nor training of facility staff is being implemented as
required by 10 CFR 830.120 and programs described
in the SAR. Lack of personnd training coupled with
weak procedural guidance contributed to the problems
with the devel opment and implementation of thefacility
modifications. Failure to provide a correct quality
designation resulted in procurement of not-qualified or
not-fully-qualified components, installation of these
components outside of the QA requirements, and
performance of work without the required independent
verification. The consequences of an inadequate




configuration management program include potential
errors in al phases of safety system operations, an
invalid basisfor authorization documents, and resultant
inadequate performance of future USQDs. If not
addressed in atimely manner, thisstuation will continue
to degrade and further increase the potential for
operationa errors and component failures.

A Safety Issue was identified during the essential
system functiona review in the area of configuration
management. The Safety Issue was based on the
systemsreviewed at REDC. However, some aspects
of the Safety Issue, such as deficiencies in drawings,
may be applicable at other facilities at ORNL.

Safety | ssue#4: Configuration management at REDC
is informal and ineffective, and it is not being
implemented as required by 10 CFR 830.120 and the
Building 7920 SAR and TSR administrative controls.

Theteam identified numerous deficiencies with the
current configuration of the Building 7920 safety-class
ventilation systems relative to design documents,
drawings, authorization basis documents, and recent
modifications. Specific examplesinclude:

* Recent upgradesof thesafety classCOG and VOG
systems were incorrectly installed as non-safety
modifications. Sixteen out of 17 recent modification
packages on the COG and VOG exhaust systems
were incorrectly designated as Quality Level |11
(i.e, little or no specific negative impact on safety).
According to the REDC work request and a
Radiochemical Technology Section (RTS)
modification procedure (RTS-003), many of these
packages should have been designated as Quality
Level I. The incorrect designations resulted in
procurement of not-qualified or not-fully-qualified
components, installation of these components
outside of the QA requirements, and completion
of modifications to safety systems without the
independent design reviews required by RTS-003.
This does not meet the requirements of 10 CFR
830.120 or the programs described in the Building
7920 SAR.

* Training of the facility staff on the section-level
procedure RTS-003 (used for functional design
modifications) was not implemented at REDC as
required by 10 CFR 830.120 and the programs
described in the Building 7920 SAR. The facility
could not locate recordsthat the proceduretraining

had been performed for personnel developing
modification packages, and the facility staff
indicated that they had not received any formal
training on procedure RTS-003.

Design documents for the safety-class heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems
do not reflect the as-built configuration, nor do they
reflect recently implemented modifications. A
probe located on Building 7920 roof used to provide
a reference outdoor pressure was installed
improperly, caling into question the operability of
instruments receiving input from this probe, which
includes instruments used to verify that building
pressure remains within TSR limits. Failure to
incorporate the recent modification changes into
design basis documents further exacerbates the
as-built configuration of the building. Lack of
drawing control is evidenced by numerous
uncontrolled pen-and-ink changes on the control
room and document control drawings. Additiondly,
drawings in the control room are not the current
revision.

Appropriate USQ screenings and evauations are
not aways initiated when required. WWhen ORNL
discovered several of the configuration
discrepancies, USQ evaluations were not
immediately initiated as required by DOE Order
5480.21. For example, no USQ wasinitiated when
ORNL discovered that non-qualified COG fan
motors and controllers were installed as part of a
recent modification. USQ screenings or
evauations are required when discoveries are made
that may have an effect on the authorization basis.

Procedural non-compliance contributed to
configuration control problems. For example, out
of the 17 reviewed modification packages, none
addressed procedurally required impact on
preventive maintenance and calibration. Although
required by procedure, discussionswith thefacility
staff identified that the modification processis not
used as a vehicle for implementing changes or
additionsto preventive maintenanceor caibrations.

Modification development and implementation
procedures used for installation of modifications
on the safety-class ventilation systems do not
provide specific guidance for the modification
process, particularly in the areas of qudity level




Damaged Ventilation System Dampers

determinations and requirements for independent
design review. In addition, specific QA standards
and requirements for software application were
not established or enforced.

Most of the deficiencies resulted from procedure
deficiencies, failureto adhereto procedures, and alack
of training of facility personnel responsible for
devel opment of modification packages. Aninadequate
configuration management program has the potential
to causeerrorsinall phasesof safety system operations.
Inadequate configuration management and control of
modifications can invalidate authorization basis
document conclusions and the results of future USQDs.

Maintenance. Maintenance activities focus
primarily on short-term, minima solutions of immediate
problems. Consequently, themateria condition of some
of the ventilation systems and components has
deteriorated. Although most ventilation failuresdirectly
affecting TSR-related items are promptly fixed, many
ventilation maintenance actions are being deferred,
resulting in degradation of the overall materia condition
of the safety-related ventilation systems. Deferring
corrective maintenance and failing to implement
results-oriented preventive maintenance on an aging
(over 35 years old) ventilation system have negatively
impacted itsrdiability. The degraded materid condition
of the ventilation systemsis a direct indicator that the
mai ntenance program needs immediate improvement.
Although the system meets TSR requirements, system
reliability and its potential impact on system operability
have not been sufficiently analyzed. Continued
degradation of the systems might impact their ability to
meet safety functions. Managers at REDC generally
have a good understanding of the weaknesses of the
maintenance program and ventilation systems in

Building 7920, and have actively requested funding and
made maintenance proposals over an extended period
of time (ten years).

Surveillance and Testing. The required
surveillance and testing of safety- and TSR-related
structures, systems, and components were being
performed in a manner that assured that minimum
requirements were being satisfied. However, some
procedures and controls were not commensurate with
their importanceto safety, their reliability, or basic tenets
of worker safety. These included a procedure
specifying expected results that did not reflect the
procedure’ sintended purpose and lack of reconciliation
of deviationsfrom expected test results. Overal, these
observations indicated a need for increased discipline
in al aspects of surveillance and testing, including the
generation, review, gpprova, and revision of procedures,
their execution, and the development of their
acceptance criteria.

Operations. Ventilation systems are not operated
in accordance with DOE or industry standards or
expectations. Normal operational procedures for the
ventilation systems do not exist, and operators do not
use or trust existing procedures that provide guidance
for response to alarms or abnormal events. Instead,
the operatorsrely on their own system knowledge and
familiarity (a people-based approach), which varies
among operating shifts and might not reflect
management expectations delineated in the procedures.
Lack of standards-based operations increases the risk
of human error and the vulnerability of safety systems
during normal operations, abnormal events, and accident
response. Significant management attention is needed
to ensure that astandards-based approach to operations
is implemented consistent with 1ISM and conduct of
operations standards.

Summary of Guiding Principle #6. Although
some deficiencies need to be addressed, ORNL is
making adequate progress on SAR and TSR upgrades
and has adequate ingtitutional procedures for most
aspects of safety analysis. ORNL recognizesthe need
to strengthen hazards analysis and work planning and
controls. Mgjor ongoing initiatives, suchas SBMS, are
intended to address recognized work planning and
control weaknesses, and someimprovements have been
made. However, progress to date at the facility and
activity level on SBM Simplementation has been limited
and the schedules in the implementation plan might be
missed.

Current ORNL hazards andysisand work planning
processes have significant weaknesses that warrant




timely management attention. The processes are not
awayseffectivein ensuring that dl work is adequately
defined, al hazards are identified and analyzed, and
necessary controls are established and implemented
as required by ISM. In the divisions reviewed, there
are sgnificant deficienciesin work planning and control
processes and implementation. Procedural qudity, use,
and adherence are aso a significant weakness.

The reliability of safety-class REDC ventilation
systemsis degraded by weaknessesin implementation
of configuration management, maintenance,
surveillance and testing, and operations. Configuration
management at REDC isinformal and ineffective, and
it is not being implemented as required, increasing the
potentia for operationa errorsand component failures.
Maintenance activities focus on short-term, minimal
solutions to immediate problems. Although most
ventilation failures directly affecting the misson and
TSR-related items are prompitly fixed, many ventilation
maintenance actions are being deferred, resulting in
degradation of the overall materia condition of the
safety-related ventilation systems.  Surveillance and
testing of safety- and TSR-related structures, systems,
and components were performed as required.
However, increased discipline in all aspects of
surveillance and testing is needed. Ventilation system
operations lack procedures and do not meet DOE or
industry standards or expectations.

Significant management attention is needed to
ensure that a standards-based approach to safety
management is implemented consistent with ISM and
the conduct of operations principles. The SBMS
management and program description documents need
to clearly identify major elements of the program,
describethe program, define subject areas, and establish
minimum requirements for hazard identification and
control processes across ORNL. Development and
implementation of an effective, standardized work
planning and control processis essentia to making the
needed improvements. A comprehensive and
systematic assessment of the material condition of
safety-related systems may facilitate the prioritization
of needed upgrades. Management also needsto ensure
that deficient conditions are corrected rather than
tolerating workarounds in safety systems. Timely
improvements in configuration management are also
essentid to ensure that safety systems operatereliably
in routine and non-routine conditions.

2.7 Operations Authorization

GUIDING PRINCIPLE #7: The conditions and requirements
to be satisfied for operations to be initiated and conducted
shall be clearly established and agreed upon.

Line management must ensure that operations
are authorized using established mechanisms for
developing and maintaining authorization basis
documentation that clearly delineatesthetermsand
conditions for authorizing site, facility, or activity
operations. DOE hasthe ultimate responsibility for
ensuring that all operations at DOE facilities are
reviewed and authorized at a level commensurate
with the hazards and that work authorization
processes are established by the contractor. DOE
and the contractor must confirm readiness to
implement safety controls before starting work, and
ensure that DOE personnel, contractors, and
subcontractors execute defined requirements in
such a manner that workers, the public, and the
environment are protected from adverse
consequences.

Processes for Confirming Readiness to
Perform Work

Established institutional processes are in place at
ORNL to confirm startup and restart of nuclear
facilities. An ORNL procedure, ORNL-QA-PO8,
Rev. 2, ORNL Readiness Assessment, delinestes the
requirements and processes for the startup and restart
of ORNL Hazard Category 1, 2, and 3 nuclear facilities.
However, the procedure does not reflect current DOE
requirements contained in the ORNL work smart
standards set (i.e., DOE Order 425.1B, Startup and
Restart of Nuclear Facilities, and DOE-STD-3006-
2000, “Planning and Conduct of Operational Readiness
Reviews’). Inaddition, the flowdown of requirements
and linkage to nuclear facility operations in divison
procedures, work planning and control, and project
management processes for nuclear facility
modifications are inadequate (as discussed under
Guiding Principle #5).

All work planning and control processes for
maintenance activities appropriately identified the
individuals, such as a task leader or group leader for
the particular work activity, who is responsible for
ensuring that the work packageis prepared properly in




accordance with requirements. In most cases, the
facility engineer, facility supervisor, or a designee
confirms that the work activity has been appropriately
analyzed, planned, and coordinated before the work is
scheduled. Shift turnovers and plan-of-the-day
meetings (some facilities use plan-of-the-next-day
meetings) are the primary mechanisms for discussing,
assigning, prioritizing, and verifying that facility
conditions are correct prior to starting work. These
processes were generally effective.

Most facilities that were reviewed do not use a
formal written plan of the day/week as an authorizing
document for upcoming work, but verbaly authorize
work at the plan-of-the-day meeting. However, the
facility operation model being implemented in the
Building 4500 complex includes implementation of a
formal, written plan of the next day’ s scheduled major
work activities. ORNL plans to extend this practice
across the site.

ORNL has not established asitewide work control
program for maintenance. As a result, each ORNL
division has established its own maintenance work
control program. Of the three ORNL divisions
evauated, all included requirements for confirming
readiness to perform maintenance and modification
work packages. However, the specific requirements
for ES& H review, approval, and pre-job briefingsvaried
among the threework control processes. Thediffering
requirements are not based on a graded approach to
risk management, and some of the requirements|lacked
clear thresholds/criteria.  For example, within the
Chemical Technology Division (at both the REDC and
Building 304 7facilities), pre-job briefingswere optiona
for maintenance and modification work activities, and
procedures did not provide guidance/criteriafor when
pre-job briefingsarerequired. Conversdly, for the Plant
and Equipment Division, pre-job briefingswererequired
for all work except routine, low-risk jobs.

For research activities conducted in non-radiologica
facilities, thereisno well-defined processfor confirming
readiness or authorizing work. The Metals and
Ceramics Division ISM Program Plan identifies
approved Laboratory Safety Summariesand New Work
ESH& Q Reviewsasauthorizing work. However, some
work is not covered by these processes, and a number
of these summaries or reviews were not signed by
ES&H and/or line management prior to performing
work. Furthermore, since there are no adequate
instructions or procedures for either the Laboratory
Safety Summary or New Work ESH& Q Review
processes, there are no clear management expectations
on the use of these documents in authorizing work.

Processes and requirements have been established
for the authorization of construction projects at each
phase (i.e., Conceptual Design Phases | through 1V)
of aproject in accordance with the standard operating
procedures for line-item projects and capital-funded
generd plant projects. Aspart of the project execution
phase, the project manager is required to develop and
execute a project ES&H oversight plan addressing
ES&H requirements and level of oversight before
commencement of field work in accordance with
ORNL’s Project Environmental, Safety, and Health
Oversight Plan, and Construction ES& H Requirements
Identification and Oversight. The Construction Field
Representative normally conducts pre-construction
meetings prior to the start of field work. These meetings
address work scope, specific job ES& H requirements,
job and activity hazards analyses, and permits in
accordance with ORNL procedures. Construction
project turnover and acceptance requirements for the
transfer of projects (i.e., buildings and systems) from
the construction subcontractor to the facility manager
aredefined in an ORNL standard operating procedure.

Processes for Authorizing Work

As aresult of an identified issue from the ORNL
ISM gap andys's, an ORNL procedure (ORNL Facility
Safety Documentation Program) was revised in
December 2000 to incorporate requirements for the
development, maintenance, and utilization of issued
authorization agreements, pursuant to ORO Order 420,
Authorization Agreements. The process specified by
this procedure is consistent with DOE Guide 450.4-1,
Integrated Safety Management System Guide.
Authorization agreements currently exist for al Hazard
Category 1 and 2 nuclear facilities and, with the
exception of Building 7920, contain up-to-date
references to safety basis documents. In April 2001,
Building 7920 implemented revised SAR and TSR
documents, which will need to be reflected in the next
annual update to the Building 7920 authorization
agreement.

Approval of authorized work isnot dwaysformaly
documented, and the rigor of work authorization
processes varies across the various work control
processes. Although shift turnovers and plan-of-the-
next-day meetings are primary mechanisms for
verifying facility conditionsprior to starting work, neither
REDC nor Building 3047 issuesformally gpproved plan-
of-the-day documents to authorize and communicate
approved work activitiesfor the day. Similarly, thelist
of approved operationa tasks in some facilities is not




formally documented. For REDC, approva authority
for work release is designated in their work control
procedure and requires Shift Supervisor approval/
signature unless the work is determined not to affect
facility operations. The work authorization/release
processfor Building 3047 isinformal and largely based
on verbal communications. For non-radiological
facilities within the Metas and Ceramics Divison, the
process for authorizing work is not well defined, and
the existing mechanisms have not been fully effective.

Performing Work

Observations of work and interviewsindicated that
ORNL managers, staff, and workers are dedicated,
experienced, and knowledgeable in their respective
disciplines and are committed to doing work safely.
ORNL benefits from an experienced and stable
workforce, most of whom have years of experience at
ORNL.

During the EH-2 evauation, limited work involving
hazardous materias or conditions was ongoing at the
facilities reviewed, and the sample of work activities
observed was not sufficient to draw broad conclusions
about performance of work. The limited amount of
work observed was performed without incident,
athough controls were not adequately established in
procedures and procedures were not always used.
Workers (e.g., researchers and technicians) generaly
relied upon engineering controls and persond protective
equipment, commensurate with the hazard. The
presence and involvement of line management and
ES&H in day-to-day operations and work activities
were evident at most facilities.

Procedural adherence and use varied across
ORNL facilities, but generaly lacked the rigor and
formdity required of amature|SM program. InBuilding
7920, normal operating procedures for the ventilation
system do not exist, and operators do not use or trust
existing procedures that provide guidance for
responding to alarms or abnorma events. For some
work activities observed in Metals and Ceramics
Divison Buildings 3025E and 3525, available procedures
were not properly used. For research work, many of
the controls were not sufficiently documented, and
performance of work within established controls could
not be confirmed.

Summary of Guiding Principle #7. Although
some deficiencies are evident, ORNL has established
processes to authorize facility operations and projects.
Authorization agreements are adequate. Processes
for authorizing work and confirming readiness just

before the start of work are generally adequate for
non-research activities, although formal documentation
issometimeslacking and therigor of the processvaries
acrossdivisions. Observationsof work and interviews
indicated that ORNL managers and staff are dedicated,
experienced, and knowledgeable in their respective
disciplines. Thelimited work observed was performed
without incident, although procedural controlswere not
always established and implemented. The presence
and involvement of line management and ES&H inthe
work activities were evident at most facilities.

However, some aspect of operations authorization
need improvement. For research activities conducted
in non-radiological facilities, the processfor authorizing
work is not well defined, and existing mechanisms are
not fully effective. The requirements for procedures,
and use of and adherenceto procedures, varied across
ORNL. Particular attention is needed to address the
quality of procedures and lack of rigorous procedural
compliance.

2.8 Summary Evaluation of the
Core Functions

DOE Policy 450.4, Safety Management System
Policy, defines the five core safety management
functions that provide the necessary structure for any
work activity that could affect the safety and health of
the public, the workers, or the environment. The
functions are applied as a continuous cycle, as shown
in Figure 3, to systematically integrate safety into the
management of work practices at the institutional,
facility, project, and activity level for al work.

Because of the close relationship between the
guiding principles and the core functions, some ORO
and UT-Battdleindtitutiona processesfor implementing
the core functions have been discussed under the
applicable guiding principles. Within the framework of
the core functions, the EH-2 evaluation of safety
management at ORNL focused on the application of
the core functions at the facility, project, and activity
levels. The following paragraphs summarize ORNL
performance with respect to the five core functions.
Detailed results are presented in Appendix B.

Core Function #1 - Define the Scope of
Work

For most maintenance and operations activities,
ORNL has adequate processes for defining the scope
of work and thework breakdown to low identification
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Figure 3. Core Functions of Safety Management

of hazards. Maintenance work control procedures
consider the importance of the equipment and the risk
of the work activity. For most operations activities,
such as hot cell operations, procedures adequately
define the scope of work. For R&D activities, work
definition is provided by various mechanisms, such as
New Work ESH& Q Reviews and informal meetings.
However, these processes for work definition are not
adequately documented or integrated into the Metals
and Ceramics Division work control process. In some
cases, these processes have not resulted in adescription
of work sufficient to identify the hazards or the required
level of ES&H involvement.

Core Function #2 - Analyze the Hazards

The processesfor analyzing hazardsat ORNL are
not consistently effective across the ORNL divisons
reviewed. For maintenance, construction, and
operations activities, there are processesin place, such
as job hazards analyses and JHES, for identifying and
anayzing hazards. For some work activities, the
gpplication of these processes adequatdly identified and
andyzed job hazards. However, the site job hazards
analysis procedure has significant weaknesses that
could result in missed hazards, and providesinsufficient

direction to ORNL divisons for developing divison-
level hazard control procedures. In addition,
maintenance personnel did not waysrigoroudy adhere
to the JHE process, resulting in numerous adminidirative
discrepancies and some hazards that were not
adequately documented and analyzed. Further, the
process for devel oping operating procedures does not
provide for adequate involvement of ES&H personnel
inanalyzing hazards, resulting in deficienciesin andysis
of hazardous materials such asliquid nitrogen and nitric
acid.

Hazard identification and analysis processes for
R&D work are less formal than for maintenance and
operations work and rely on a knowledgeable
workforce, effective hazard communications at all
organizational levels, and an involved and proactive
ES&H team. WithintheMetasand CeramicsDivision,
these informal processes have often been effectivein
identifying and analyzing hazards associated with
research work. However, the hazards identification
and analysis processes are not well documented. These
existing processes (i.e., Laboratory Safety Summaries
and New Work ESH& Q Review) are not fully
effective, and the informal processes rely excessively
on individud initiative and the experience of individua
research staff.




Core Function #3 - Develop and
Implement Hazard Controls

As discussed under Guiding Principles #6 and #7,
current ORNL current work control processes need
significant improvement for al types of work activities
(maintenance, operations, and R& D). TheR& D work
control processes are generally informal and
fragmented, and they are not sufficiently defined and
documented to meet DOE ISM requirements and
expectations. Laboratory Safety Summariesand New
Work ESH& Q Reviews do not adequately define and
control research-related hazards. Some routine
[aboratory activitiesthat involve potential hazards have
few documented hazard controls or records. There
are also many deficiencies in other hazard control
processes and procedures, such asthe stop-work policy
and the Plant Equipment Division work control
procedure. The deficiencies in processes and
procedures contribute to deficiencies in implementing
hazard controls at ORNL facilities in such areas as
labeling of equipment, handling and storage of
chemicals, ensuring that safety equipment (e.g., fume
hoods) is appropriately designed and operational,
establishing and verifying training and qualification
requirements, and ensuring that personal protective
equipment is appropriately used.

For many ORNL activities, particularly in R&D
divisions, procedures are not developed or are not
adequate. For some activities involving safety-related
ventilation systems, operators did not have procedures.
Guidelinesfor procedure development and usefor R&D
activities (QA-MC-5) lack sufficient detail and have
not been consistently implemented within the Metals
and Ceramics Divison. Requirements for procedure
development and use are not well defined or
communicated. Many procedures do not adequately
ensure that controls are identified and unambiguoudy
communicated to personnel that must implement them.
For example, REDC procedures for modification of
safety-class ventilation systems do not clearly define
requirements, contain items that are implemented at
the users discretion. The inadequate procedures
resulted in failures to perform safety-rel ated functions
such as independent reviews of modification designs
in al 17 packages that were reviewed by the EH-2
team.

ORNL management recognizesthat improvements
are needed in work controls, hazards analysis, and
hazard control. Implementation of SBMS and the
facility management model are intended to address
deficienciesin these areas. Whiletheseinitiativesare

generally appropriate and progress is being made, the
SBMS and the facility management model are not
sufficiently defined or devel oped to ensure that awork
control process can be effectively implemented in the
near future, particularly in R&D divisions.

Core Function #4 - Perform Work Within
Controls

For certain operational activities, ORNL uses
formal processes and checkliststo verify that controls
arein place. However, most maintenance and R&D
activities do not have formal processes for verifying
readiness to perform work. Similarly, the processes
for authorizing work are generdly informal and not well
defined or documented. For maintenance and
operations work, ORNL relies on plan-of-the-day
meetings to verify readiness to perform work and
authorize work to proceed. While providing some
benefit, these informal practices do not provide full
assurance that controls are adequate before work
begins.

When procedures exist, personnel do not aways
use or adhereto them. ORNL personnel did not use or
follow procedures when performing operations with
radioactive materials. Operatorsdid not use darm and/
or abnormal response guidance proceduresin smulated
scenarios and were not always knowledgeable of the
response called for by those procedures. Operators
indicated that they did not have confidence in the
existing aarm response procedures and thus did not
use them. In some instances, procedures contain
workarounds because of the degraded condition of
ventilation systems. For example, procedures call for
“manual agitation” using a steel rod to close dampers
and another procedure indicates that manual
adjustments must be made to dampers because the
controllers do not work.

For many work activities, ORNL lackswell-defined
and enforced controls, which are a prerequisite to
performing work within controls. As discussed
throughout this report (see Core Functions #2 and #3
and Safety |ssues#2 and #3), ORNL procedures, work
planning and control processes, and hazards anaysis
mechanisms have significant deficiencies. These
deficienciesresult inwork activitieswhere the required
controls are not well defined. Thus, the workers
(operations personnel, maintenance personnel, and
researchers) do not always have sufficient information
and direction to clearly understand which controls must
be implemented for each work activity. This Stuation
is exacerbated by the inadequate management




expectationsfor procedura compliance and insufficient
line management ownership of safety management.
Further, work is often performed with no procedures,
and procedures are not aways followed when they
exist.

Although there are significant deficiencies in the
processes, most ORNL workersdemonstrated asafety-
conscious approach in the limited work observed by
the EH-2 team. Most workers are experienced and
knowledgeable, and they understand the stop-work
policy and indicated a willingness to apply it if safety
concerns arose.  However, workers are tolerant of
inadequate procedures and workarounds.

Core Function #5 - Feedback and
Continuous Improvement

At the ingtitutional level, ORNL uses numerous
mechanisms, such as quarterly and/or annual
assessments, line manager self-assessments, and
weekly ES&H facility walkdowns, to identify ES& H
deficiencies and provide feedback for ES&H
improvement. These mechanisms have identified
ES&H deficiencies and resulted in improved ES&H
programsin severa areas (e.g., chemical safety).

However, assessment results and other feedback
data are often informally and inconsistently generated,
collected, documented, analyzed, and utilized to drive
improvement in safety. Few assessments of work
activities or ESH& Q programs are performed. Line
management oversight by the subcontractor support
organization, subcontract field representative, and a
prime subcontractor did not ensure that al contract
specifications for some ES& H areas were adequately
implemented.

Deficienciesin feedback and improvement systems
were also evident at the activity level. Worker/
supervisor feedback and resolution of concerns at the
activity level are not typicaly documented. Post-job
briefing processes are weak and underutilized at the
facilities that were evauated. Many work activities
have no documented post-job briefings, and when they
are held, they result in few comments from workers or
supervisors.  Systems are not in place to track and
provide corrective actions for post-job briefing
comments. Someworkersinterviewed were not aware
of employee concerns programs or other processes to
identify suggestions for safety improvements. Line
management andys's, tracking, and resol ution of safety-
related deficienciesareinconsistent and informal. The
informality of feedback processes hindersthe collective
anaysis of performance and the communication of

lessonslearned. Lessonslearned were not effectively

used to update procedures in some facilities. As a
result, in one facility reviewed, the operators were not

implementing new operational guidance that was based
on lessons learned from a spill event.

ORNL management recognizes that feedback and
improvement processes requireimprovement, and plans
to use the SBMS initiative as the vehicle for
improvement. Insomeareas, improvementsare evident
(e.g., informal feedback from R&D personnel has
resulting in improvements to certain ES& H functions,
and increased ES& H presenceinthe R& D facilitiesis
evident). However, changesin policy and expectations
related to feedback and improvement processes by
ORNL management have resulted in lessrigorous self-
assessment and issues management at ORNL. Further,
line management has clearly been given the
responsibility and authority for self-assessments and
issues management, but the required processes have
not aways been fully and effectively implemented, and
accountability for effective implementation has been
lacking.

One Safety Issue was identified under Core
Function #5, addressing inadequate definition and
implementation of feedback and improvement
programs.

Safety Issue #5. UT-Battelle's feedback and
improvement processes are not adequately defined or
implemented to effect consistent, continuous
improvement as specified in DOE Policy 450.4, Safety
Management System Policy, and DOE Poalicy 450.5,
Line Environment, Safety and Health Oversight.

Although improvements have been made and are
ongoing, the current feedback and improvement
programs lack rigor and do not lead to improvements
in safety performance in many cases because of
process and implementation weaknesses in
assessments, i ssues management, and lessons|earned.

UT-Battelle' sassessment program has focused on
thesmall number of ES& H elementsin the performance
evaluation plan, facility conditions inspections, and
regulatory-driven reviews, without sufficient
consideration of the many other ES&H program
elements that need to be monitored:

* Assessments rarely involve evaluations of
performance that are based on observation of work
activities, the application of 1SM principles and
functions, or ES&H programs.




* In the process of implementing a Performance
Based Management System, UT-Battelle has cut
back on compliance-based assessment activities,
but failed to compensate with appropriate
performance-based assessments. An annual
confined-space program review wasnot performed
as required by site procedures and 29 CFR 1910.

e The construction contractor oversight procedure
and individual oversight project plans for
subcontracted electrical system and reservoir
upgrade projectswere not rigorously followed, and
performance deficiencies were not adequately
documented and tracked to resolution.

Wesaknesses in assessment procedures hinder the
evaluation and resolution of issues by affected
organizations:

* Procedures for institutional assessments do not
define detailed requirements for resolution of
findings and do not provide linkage to the site's
issues management procedure or tracking system.

* Requirements for documenting, analyzing, and
dispositioning issues identified by division self-
assessments are not clearly delineated in division
procedures. In some cases, division-level
implementing procedures did not exist or were out
of date and did not reflect current institutional
procedures and organizations. Many divison-level
assessment reports failed to adequately describe
the scope, acceptance criteria, assignments, or
results.

* Requirements, expectations, and processdetailsfor
performing post-job reviews and addressing
identified issues are poorly delineated in site
procedures. As aresult, worker self-assessments
in the form of post-job reviews and the resolution
of any concernswere not routinely documented or
tracked.

Numerous deficiencies in the ORNL issues
management program adversely impact the continuous
improvement in safety performance. Some program
and performance deficiencies are poorly defined in
assessment reports and are not being consistently
placed into the Laboratory |ssue Database System or
divison-leve tracking systems as required by ORNL
procedures. Some sitewide issues are not being

evaluated for significance and cause, and are not
tracked to resolution:

e Inditutiona documentsdo not clearly communicate
that formal issue management isarequirement and
shall beimplemented at dl levels within ORNL.

* Division-specific and Laboratory-wide findings
from ORNL Office of Independent Oversight
assessments and some external assessments are
not being placed in the Laboratory |ssue Database
System. Laboratory-wide issues thus have not
been assigned owners responsible for significance
and cause evaluations, development of corrective
action plans, and verification of effective
implementation.

e Ingtitutiona issues management documents do not
clearly define or categorize issues and opportunities
for improvement based onrisk or significance (e.g.,
distinguish between recommendations and
deficienciesthat involve aviolation of aprocedure
or requirements).

* Little formal anaysis and trending are performed
a the divisond or ingditutiona levels to identify
adverse trends or systemic and ORNL-wide
issues.

* Some corrective actions have not been effective,
have not been adequately verified before closure,
and have not been sufficient to prevent recurrence.
Various deficiencies were not resolved in atimely
manner or the resolution did not address the full
scope of the condition, including deficienciesinthe
ORNL feedback and corrective actions program
identified as“key issues’ inthe ORNL gap andyss.
ORNL failed to establish corrective actions that
addressed dll of the causesidentified for two recent
Price-Anderson Amendments Act non-compliance
items on work control and issues management.

* Findings and concerns identified by ORO Facility
Representatives are not input to the Laboratory
Issue Database System until the formal report is
received, up to six months after the issues were
initidly identified and verbaly communicated to
facility management. Therefore, some ORO-
identified issues are not being prioritized, andyzed,
and tracked to closure in atimely manner.




Many of the identified deficiencies result from a
failure to adequately implement existing procedures.
Others occur because the procedures and processes
are not clearly defined in institutional requirements.

Summary Assessment of the Core Functions.
Although some progress has been made, ORNL does
not yet have effective processes in place for
implementing the DOE core functions of safety
management. The fragmented and deficient work
control processes are not reliable mechanisms for
ensuring that hazards are identified and appropriate

controls are established. ORNL has promising
initiatives, such as SBMS, that are intended to enhance
implementation of ISM acrossORNL. However, these
initiativesarein various stages of development and need
additional attention in such areas as procedural
adherence. ORNL and ORO need to focus on the
timely development and implementation of a
comprehensive work control process and address the
longstanding tolerance of inadequate procedures and
inconsistent procedural use and adherence.




DOE Implementation of Integrated Safety
Management Responsibilities

As discussed throughout Section 2, ORO is
responsiblefor providing direction to its contractors
and evaluating the effectiveness of contractor
implementation of the ISM program at the ORNL
site. This section provides additiona information
about the effectiveness of DOE line management
in implementing their ISM responsibilities.

DOE Headquarters. Within SC, the Office
of Basic Energy Sciences (SC-10) is responsible
for providing programmatic direction to ORNL,
including budget and scientific program formulation,
budget preparation, and scientific research program
activities. NE has line management responsible
for safety and effectiveness of several facilities
reviewed during this EH-2 evauation, including
REDC (7920, 7930) and Radioisotope
Development Laboratories (3047). Coordination
of line management respongbilitiesamong SC, NE,
and ORO for certain nuclear facilities was
established in @ 1999 memorandum of agreement.

SC has del egated responsibility for day-to-day
programmatic direction and line oversight of
ORNL to ORO. Correspondingly, SC's
involvement in Site operations is not frequent or
routine, and SC does not normally assess safety
performance. However, discussionswith SC and
NE personnel and review of policy documents
indicate that these organizations have established
clear expectations for safety.

SC provides much of the DOE funding for
ORNL, and SC and ORO are actively involved in
decisions about funding for ORNL. ES&H
resources are not specificaly addressed in the
alocation of funds. ORNL isexpected to alocate
funding for most ES& H and infrastructure needs
(with exceptions for line item upgrades) from its
overhead budget and/or the generd plant projects/
equipment budget.

As discussed in Section 2.4, the budget
allocation processes generally enable DOE
program offices, ORO, and ORNL management
to make informed decisons, and ORO regularly
participates in the risk prioritization process.
However, some facilities and systems, including
safety-related systems at ORNL, are not in good
material condition, indicating that the alocated

funding has either not been sufficient or has not
been utilized efficiently over the lifetime of the
systems. SC, ORO, and ORNL are dealing with
the aging systems on a piecemeal basis, and have
not developed a proactive plan to address them.

SC has recognized that aging facilities and
equipment are a growing concern at ORNL and
many other DOE laboratories. SC has recently
alocated additiona funds ($17 million) to new
construction and equipment and facility upgrades
at itslaboratories. Additional attention is needed
to ensure that SC has a detailed and
comprehensive understanding of the material
condition of safety-related systems and
components so that a systematic approach to
resol ution can beimplemented, and that resources
can be alocated to the highest-priority safety
concerns.

Oak Ridge Operations Office. In
accordance with the ORO management approach,
OSO has been delegated responsibility for most
line management oversight functions involving
ORNL. ORO provides specialized technical
support when requested by OSO.

ORO senior management recognized that
improvements were needed in the safety culture
at ORNL. ORO wasinstrumenta in the decision
to select a new contractor with managers who
have experiencein implementing ISM and SBMS
and dealing with the complex trangtion from a
people-based approach to a rigorous and formal
standards-based approach to safety. ORO aso
ensured that the contract included performance
measures related to ES&H and ISM.

ORO and OSO havetransitioned to thelimited
oversight role defined in DOE Policy 450.5. In
accordance with direction from SC, ORO
participated in a pilot program to transition to a
limited oversight role in the mid-1990s and has
continued it since that time. With the limited
oversight approach, ORO and OSO perform
fewer formal assessments and focus primarily on
working with the contractor (including
participation on contractor assessments and
regular joint contractor/OSO facility wakdowns)
to identify and resolve ES& H issuesand concerns.




Although DOE Policy 450.5 dlows alimited oversight
role, one of the prerequisites is that the contractor
establish arobust, rigorous, and credible self-assessment
program. As discussed under Core Function #5 and
Safety Issue#5, ORNL does not currently have afully
effective and mature self-assessment program.
Consistent with SC expectations, ORO and OSO are
committed to continuing the limited oversight role and
are not positioned to revert to an oversight program
that performs acomprehensive assessments of all safety
programs on aregular basis. Consequently, ORO and
OSO need to focus on ensuring that the ORNL
contractors establish a robust, rigorous, and credible
self-assessment program in atimely manner.

ORO and OSO have performed effectively in some
areas. ORO has a good training program for its
personng and isimproving and expanding its technical
qgualification program. The ORO directives
management system is well organized and meets the
applicable requirements of ORO and DOE orders. The
ORO functions, responsihilities, and authorities manual
defines the roles and responsibilities for line
management and support organizations, including
ES&H and ISM responsibilities. Some of these
requirements are reflected in various ORO and OSO
documents and procedures and OSO practices. ORO
recently adopted a policy statement on public
involvement that emphasizes identification and
facilitation of meaningful opportunities for public
involvement in DOE decisions impacting stakeholders
and surrounding communities.

In some cases, ORO has used the budget allocation
process to impact safety in a positive manner. For
example, there are instances where ORO personnel
increased the priority of a safety-related item during
the budget reviews to ensure that it would be funded.
However, aging systemsand facilitiesand the degraded
condition of safety-related systems indicate that the
historica priority placed on infrastructure and preventive
maintenance has not been sufficient. ORO, in
conjunction with the contractor, are attempting to
address the aging infrastructure through a strategic
plan for upgrading R& D facilities. They havelineitem
projectsfor new laboratories and are working to obtain
funding for other new facilities through other sources,
such as cooperative agreements with the State of
Tennessee and commercia firms. If successful, these
longer-term plans could enable current aging facilities
to be phased out and dispositioned.

The ORO Phasell ISM verification communicated
a positive characterization of the ISM program
framework at ORNL. These characterizations were

not supported by the more comprehensive review
performed during this EH-2 focused safety
management evaluation.

ORO Order 450.5, ES&H Oversight Program,
defines the requirements and responsibilities for ORO
oversight of ORNL and specifies development of an
oversight program cong stent with DOE Policy 450.5.
Specified oversight program elements include
operational awareness of contractor work activities,
ensuring arobust, rigorous, and credible contractor self-
assessment program; and the performance of appraisals
of sufficient frequency and duration to confirm the
contractor’s safe performance of work and the
effectiveness of the self-assessment program.
However, other ORO policies (such as the ORO
Mission Implementation Plan) and actual practices do
not reflect DOE Policy 450.5. ORO doesnot evaluate
safety and health programsin aprioritized, routine, and
structured manner.

The OSO Facility Representative programincludes
five Facility Representatives for eight ORNL nuclear
facilities. The program has formal procedures and an
annual assessment plan that includes focus areas for
surveillances. Findingsfrom quarterly and semi-annual
assessments are communicated in writing to UT-
Battelle, and written responses are required for high-
level concerns. Deficiencies noted during surveillances
and day-to-day monitoring are initially communicated
verbally to the contractor and tracked by individual
Facility Representatives. Concerns are escalated to
higher levels of management if appropriate resolution
is not achieved at the lower levels. The Facility
Representative program is generally implemented in
accordance with the ORO manual. However,
deficienciesin performance at the REDC (see Safety
Issues #2, #3 and #4 and Appendices A and B) were
either not identified or not corrected, and only ten
concernswereformally identified to the contractor for
resolution and formal response in calendar year 2000.
Overdll, the Facility Representative program has not
been fully effectivein facilitating correction of systemic
deficiencies, such as the observed deficiencies in
configuration management and operations of nuclear
hot cell facilities. Increased attention isneeded to ensure
that Facility Representatives perform rigorous reviews
and that their findings are formally communicated and
tracked to resolution, and that corrective actions are
verified to be effective.

For non-nuclear facilities, OSO conducts a variety
of line oversight activities. For example, the OSO
ES&H saff actively participate with UT-Battelle in
weekly facility condition inspections, and program staff




conduct some safety-related walkthroughs. OSO
personnel aso perform for-cause reviews and other
event-related reviews, such as operationa readiness
reviews. However, thereisinsufficient documentation
of routine surveillances or day-to-day monitoring
activities. Also, thereisinsufficient observation of work
activities and assessment of safety and hedth programs
and I1SM functiona areas. Some observations are not
formally reported to the contractor or tracked to
resolution.

One Safety Issue was identified for ORO,
addressing inadequate line management oversight of
ES&H.

Safety | ssue#6. ORO and OSO have not established
and implemented an effective and efficient oversight
program as specified in DOE Policy 450.5, Line
Environment, Safety and Health Oversight,and ORO
Manual 220, Oak Ridge Operations Appraisal
Manual.

ORO and OSO are not effective in continuoudy
and rigoroudy monitoring safety and health programs
and performance; in identifying and correcing systemic
deficiencies; or in holding the contractor accountable
for performance deficiencies. Specific
deficiencies include:

e 0OSO has not implemented a planned,
rigorous, and formal process for routinely
monitoring contractor safety and health
performance for ORNL’s non-nuclear
facilities. The governing procedure (ORO 200,
Operational Awareness Program) does not
delineate a rigorous, documented line oversight
process. There is insufficient documented
assessment or monitoring of work activities, ISM
implementation, or the adequacy of safety and
health programs and their implementation.
Excludingwakthrough facility conditioningpections,
safety and health concerns are only communi cated
to the contractor verbaly or via email. While
deficiencies have been identified and corrected
through the ORO oversight program, many
concerns are not documented in a manner that
supports periodic performance reviews or tracking
and trending.

* 0OSO Facility Representative oversight of
ORNL nuclear facilitieshasnot been effective
in identifying and correcting systemic

deficiencies. Reporting to the contractor isoften
not timely. Systemic programmatic and
performance deficiencies in work planning,
procedural adherence, and configuration
management (see Safety Issues #2, #3, and #4)
were not identified and corrected through Facility
Reprentative reviews.

* TheORO ISM verification reviewswer e not
effectivein identifying and correcting systemic
deficiencies in the ORNL ISM program.
Numerous ISM program documents are still not
established or adequate. In the Phase Il
implementation, ORO established too low a
threshold of performance expectations for |ISM
program document adequacy, formality, and the
level and effectiveness of implementation in many
areas. The overly-positive characterization of the
status of the ISM program contributed to the
incorrect understanding of the ISM policy
expectations exhibited by management and staff
in various ORNL organizations.

* ORO has not met the line management
oversight requirements of DOE Policy 450.5,
Line Environment, Safety and Health
Oversight, or ORO Manual 220, Oak Ridge
Operations Appraisal Manual. DOE policy
dlowsthetrangition to alimited oversight approach
when the contractor has established an effective,
robust, rigorous, and credible safety self-
assessment program. However, the ORNL
contractor does not yet have an adequate self-
assessment program. In addition, ORO is not
meeting the requirements of ORO Manua 220,
which specifies that multidisciplinary team
appraisals and functional appraisas are to be
conducted. ORO has not performed the periodic
appraisa s of work performance and the contractor
self-assessment program identified in the DOE
Policy and the ORO Appraisal Manual since 1999,
and is not conducting the specified
functiona appraisals.

Ongoing oversight activities by ORO and OSO
have not been sufficiently robust to identify many of
the ISM program and performance deficiencies
identified by this EH-2 evauation, establish rigorous
expectations for ES&H performance, and ensure that
UT-Battelle establishes and implements an effective
ISM program.




Summary of DOE Implementation of 1SM
Responsibilities. SC and ORO have effectively
implemented some of their safety management
responsibilities, such as maintaining the directives
management system and performing operational
awareness activities. However, ORO has not
effectivey fulfilled dl responsibilitiesdelinested in ORO
Order 450 (e.g., to establish and execute an effective
contractor oversight program and effectively monitor
contractor work activities) and does not have a
structured, planned, routine, and formal oversight
program that provides for regular and rigorous
evauation of ISM and safety and health program
implementation.

Because ORO has transitioned to the limited
oversght roledefinedin DOE Policy 450.5, ORO needs

to focus on ensuring that ORNL establishes the
requisite robust, rigorous, and credible ES&H self-
assessment program. ORO also needs to focus on
contractor efforts to implement a fully effective ISM
program at ORNL, including implementation of SBMS
and reviews of work activities in ORNL facilities to
ensure that the requirements are understood and
effectively implemented at the activity level by R&D
personnel and support organizations. In accordance
with their emphasis on partnering with the contractor,
ORO needs to work with the contractor to ensure that
expectations for ISM are clearly communicated
throughout the ORNL organization. ORO and SC also
need to further emphasizeinfrastructure and preventive
maintenance improvements to ensure that safety-
related systems are adequately maintained.




| ntegrated Safety M anagement Ratings

The purpose of the EH-2 ratings is to direct
management attention to the areas that need
improvement. At ORNL, theentirel SM program,
including al seven guiding principles and dl five
core functions, arein transition. ORNL has salf-
identified significant weaknesses in the current
ISM program and is devel oping and implementing
plans to enhance and upgrade the entire ISM
program. The ratings below are intended to
provide line management with feedback onwhich
areas require the most attention, considering the
effectiveness of the current systems. However,
the adequacy of plans to enhance I1SM is aso
considered; areaswherethere are ggpsin the plans
or the plans are not sufficiently detailed to ensure
effective implementation also warrant increased
management attention.

The seven guiding principles and five core
functions are interrelated and must be considered
collectively with respect to their overall impact on
ISM. In evauating the overall effectiveness of
the safety management system, the guiding
principles provide the ingtitutional framework for
ISM, and the core functions provide an indication
of whether theingtitutional processesareeffective.
Consequently, the overall rating reflects the
evaluation of both the core functions and the
guiding principles.

At ORNL, one of the seven guiding principles
was evaluated as having effective performance
(GREEN). Two of the guiding principles were
evaluated as having effective performance in
some areas but needing improvement and
significant management attention in other areas
(GREEN/YELLOW). Three guiding principles
need improvement and significant management
attention (YELLOW). One guiding principle has
sgnificant deficienciesin some areasand requires

significant management attention in other areas
(RED/YELLOW).

ORNL programs for implementation of the
five core functions of ISM at the facility and
activity level are Hill evolving and maturing and
arenot yet consistently effective. One of the core
functions was evaluated as having effective
performance in some areas but needing
improvement and significant management attention
in other areas (GREEN/YELLOW). Three of
the core functions need improvement and
significant management attention (Y ELLOW).
One core function has significant deficiencies in
some areas and requires significant management
atention in other areas (RED/Y ELLOW).

Overdl, while deficiencies are evident in the
current ORNL ISM program, UT-Battelle
management has agood understanding of the need
toimprove and isaware of many of the remaining
weaknesses. Their ongoing or planned programs
are designed to further enhance safety
management and are generally appropriate.
However, many of theplansareinthe early stages
of development and lack sufficient detail and
milestones, and some of the deficiencies (e.g.,
configuration management and procedural quality
and use) are not fully recognized by ORNL
management and are not adequately addressed
by the current plans and initiatives. Continued
atention is needed to addresstheidentified Safety
Issues and ensure consistent implementation of
work planning and feedback and improvement
mechanisms. Particular attention is needed to
ensure that line management ownership of safety
is established and that procedure quality and
adherence are improved in a timely manner.

The ratings are sumarized in Figure 4.




Guiding Principles

Clear Roles
and
JResponsibilities

Integrated

Safety

Management

Balanced
Priorities

Effective Performance

Identification
of Safety
Standards and
Requirements

Improvement Needed
Significant Weakness

Operations
Authorization

I
I

CoreFunctions

Feedback and
Continuous
Improvement

Work Within
Controls

¢

S

Identify and
Analyze
Hazards

Figure 4. Ratings




APPENDIX A

ESSENTIAL SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL REVIEW

The purpose of an essential systems functional
review is to evauate the functionality and operability
of systems and subsystems essential to safe operation.
This Office of Environment, Safety and Health
Oversight (EH-2) essentia systemsfunctional review
examined aspects of modifications, maintenance,
surveillance and testing, and operations and their impact
onthesystems ahility to perform their safety functions.
This review evaluated whether the maintenance and
modifications, operations, and training and qudifications
are sufficient to keep the systems functiona within
the safety envel ope specified in the authorization bas's,
including the technical safety requirements (TSRS).
System modifications were aso reviewed to ensure
that the appropriate eva uations, reviews, and gpprovas
were in place and that the modifications had been
appropriately evaluated for Unreviewed Safety
Questions (USQs). Configuration control and system
drawings were reviewed to ensure that the installed
systems match design drawings and that configuration
control isdocumented and accurate. ThisEH-2 review
did not specificaly evaluate the adequacy of the current
approved safety basis. The results of this review fell
into four genera categories. configuration control,
mai ntenance, surveillance and testing, and operations.

System Overview

Four ventilation systems at Radiochemical
Engineering Development Center (REDC)
Building 7920 were selected for the essential systems
functional review: the Vessal Off-Gas (VOG) system,
the Cell Off-Gas (COG ) system, the Laboratory Area
(LA) exhaust system, and the Hot Cell Support Area
(HCSA) exhaust system. These systems were
selected because the facility mission will continue for
sometime, the systems are designated as saf ety-class,
and functionality is necessary to protect workers, the
public, and the environment from radiological
consequences during normal operations and following
abnormal events or accidents.

In addition to the non-safety ventilation supply and
other ventilation systems, Building 7920 hastwo mgjor
ventilation areas designed for confinement of
contamination during normal operations for worker
safety and during accident conditions for worker and

public safety. These ventilation areas require safety-
class exhaust systems. The hot cells, cubicles, and
tanks inside the hot cells, shielded caves, and
gloveboxes are used for the primary confinement of
large quantities of radioactive materials and the process
operations. The safety-class VOG and COG systems
are used to maintain the desired negative pressures
and airflow pattern in the hot cell bank and to collect,
purify, and discharge gaseous wastes through the plant
stack. TheVOG system includes necessary ductsand
dampers, a scrubber to remove corrosive fumes, an
iodine retention system, high efficiency particulate air
(HEPA) filters, charcod beds to remove iodine, and
two 100-percent capacity redundant fans. The COG
system includes necessary ducts and dampers, HEPA
filters, and two 100-percent capacity redundant fans.
In both systems, only the confinement boundary
(including the ductwork and HEPA filters) and the
active functions of the fans and motors are designated
as safety-class.

The outer walls of areas adjacent to the hot cells,
including the control room (the HCSA) and the
radioactive materias laboratories and adjacent rooms
(the LA), constitute the secondary confinement. The
purge air from these areasis exhausted on the building
roof through two separate collection and duct systems
(the HCSA and LA exhaust systems), each with its
own HEPA filters and exhaust fan system. The
confinement boundary, including the ductwork and
HEPA filters, and the active functions of the fans and
motors are designated as safety-class.

A.1 Configuration Control

Some aspects of configuration control were
effectively implemented. For example, most
unreviewed safety question determinations (USQDS)
performed in support of REDC modification activities
were comprehensive and adequately analyzed the
effects of modifications on the authorization basis. The
USQD addressing the COG system upgrades was
particularly comprehensive and provided a thorough
review and analysis of the effects of modifications on
theauthorization basis. It aso addressed interim system
configurations during installation of the modifications.




However, the team found significant deficiencies
in the area of configuration control. Most of the
deficiencies were attributed to procedure deficiencies,
procedure non-compliances, and insufficient training.

M odifications - Theteam selected 17 recent (1998
through 2001) modification work packages for the
safety-related COG and VOG exhaust systems for
review. The development, implementation, and
configuration control of these packageswere evaluated
for adherence to the applicable REDC procedures.
Numerous problems with the development and
implementation of these modifications were identified.

VOG and COG Fans

Sixteen out of 17 packages were incorrectly
designated as Qudlity Leve 111 (i.e, little or no specific
impact on safety). According to the REDC work
request procedure, many of these packages should have
been designated as Qudity Level 1. Only one package
was correctly designated as Quality Level Il. UT-
Battelle could not locate any records indicating that
training on the section-level procedure RTS-003 (used
for design modification) had been performed for the
personnel who developed the modification packages.
Facility personnel indicated that they had not received
any forma training on RTS-003. Training was provided
on REDC AP/MP-5000, the REDC work control
procedure.

An example of an incorrect Quality Level
designation is replacement of the COG fans. These
fans are safety-related, and the work package should
have been designated as Qudity Level 1,s but was
designated as Quality Leve I11. Additiondly, the quaity
requirements in the purchase specifications for these
fanswereinadequate. Although thesefanshaveactive
and passive (pressure boundary) safety-related
functions, only the pressure boundary aspects were
specified as safety related in the purchase

specifications. Fan active functions (flow control and
fan motors) did not have any safety-related requirements
in the specifications. The facility staff stated that the
procurement specification (approved on February 3,
1998) was based on the Revision 0 of the basis for
interim operations (BIO) and did not take into
consideration a change in the authorization basis (i.e.,
the BIO) for these fans. Revision O of the BIO,
Section 2.5 stated that “ COG and VOG fan operation
is not relied as a mitigation factor in [process hazards
analysis].” Revision 1 of the BIO, whichwasapproved
on January 23, 1998, included these fans in the
description of the safety-related systems, structures,
and components and deleted the phrase “not relied as
amitigation factor.” Failureto incorporate the current
facility authorization basis in the procurement
specification is another example of inadequate
configuration control.

The COG digital flow controller and the COG
programmable logic controller (PLC) were purchased
as non-safety-related and non-quality assurance
components, athough they perform functions that
directly affect the safety-related function of the COG
system. For example, the COG digita flow controller
could send an erroneous signa to close theinlet vanes
and, hence, impede the COG flow required to maintain
TSR negative pressures. Similarly, the PLC could send
an erroneous signal and trip the operating COG fan.
In addition, the facility programmed the PLC
(developed the software) without regard to Oak Ridge
National Laboratory (ORNL) software development
quaity assurance (QA) guidance. Although thefacility
staff performed extensive testing of this controller, the
programming and testing were not independently
verified, and verification and vaidation required by the
QA guidance were not performed. The facility staff
indicated that they had no training on software QA
requirements. In addition, requirements stated in the
ORNL Software Quality Assurance Guide were not
applied to this modification.

Because 16 of the packages were incorrectly
performed as Quality Level 111 and not Quality Level I
or | (i.e., safety-related), the contractor did not perform
an independent design review as directed by the
modification procedure (RTS-003). Additiondly, the
only correctly designated package was hot subjected
to theindependent design review required by procedure.

As-Built Configuration - Design documents for
the safety-related HVAC systems do not reflect the
as-built configuration, nor do they reflect recently
implemented modifications, as evidenced by the
following examples:




The COG duct access point (pitot-tube connection)

had a hole about 2-1/2-inch diameter, “seded” by
a plastic bottle. (The hole was used to insert a
video camera for liquid presence/source
investigation). This hole was cut without invoking
the modification process, and it was an
undocumented change to the facility, which was
not reflected on the plant drawings or addressed
by aUSQD. After facility personnel were notified
of the problem, the hole was sealed. They issued
an occurrence report to address the finding and

performed aUSQD on the as-found condition and

another USQD to address the repair.

Anindicator light taped to the Sde of the Ventilation
Control Pand in the control room indicatesthe status
of theinterlock between the COG flow switch and
the Building 7920 ventilation system supply and
exhaust fans. This light was used during the
implementation of the COG exhaust modification
to establish the setpoint vaue without tripping the
building supply and exhaust fans. Since operators
determined that the indicator light was useful, the
light was retained after the modification was
complete. The light was left in place without
invoking the modification process and was an
undocumented change to the facility, which was
not reflected on the plant drawings or addressed
by aUSQD.

The facility design drawings do not represent the
as-built configuration. Thisis a chronic condition;
many modifications have been madein the 37 years
of facility operations, and few are reflected in
design drawings. Thisconditionisexacerbated by
failure to incorporate the recent modification
changes. Lack of drawing control is evident by
numerous uncontrolled pen and ink changes on the
Control Room and Document Control drawings.
Additiondly, drawingsin the Control Room are not
the current revision.

TheTSRsrequirethat the HCSA and LA pressures
be maintained at |east 0.1 inch of water lower than
the outdoor pressure to prevent out-leakage. A
probe located on the building roof provides the
reference outdoor pressure. Two discrepancies
exist between the as-designed and as-built
configurations.  Firgt, the drawings required the
probeto bethreefeet above theroof; it was actualy
only 27 inches above the roof. Second, the probe
design cdls for two horizontd, pardld, circular,

flat, meta plates, 3/64-inch apart, with the sensing
line penetrating the upper plateat itscenter. Inthe
actud ingtallation, the plates were nearly touching
ononeside. Thesediscrepanciescall into question
the operability of the instruments receiving input
from this probe, including instruments used to verify
that the building pressureremainswithin TSR limits.

Procedural Compliance - Procedural non-
compliances contribute to configuration control
problems. For example, out of the 17 modification
packages that were reviewed, none addressed the
impact on preventive maintenance and calibration as
required by procedures. Although required by
procedure, the facility does not use the modification
process as a vehicle for implementing changes or
additions to preventive maintenance activities or
cdibrations. Consequently, the preventive maintenance
recommendations provided in the vendor manual for
the new COG fan motor have not been incorporated
into the REDC preventive maintenance schedule. As
another example, the facility modification procedure
requires that the procedural impacts of modifications
be addressed; however, thefacility abnorma response
procedure was not revised to reflect the modification
that changed the indicating device for loss of HSCA
and/or loss of LA flow to backdraft damper position
proximity switches.

Procedure Adequacy — Several procedures
applying to the modification process at REDC were
used for modifications on the safety-class ventilation
systems. ORNL Procedure ORNL-FS-P03,
Revison 2, entitled “ORNL Configuration Management
for Nuclear Facilities,” controls the implementation
aspects of configuration management. The Chemical
Technology Division’s Administrative Control
Procedure RTS-003, Revision 6, entitled “ Engineering
Support Work System,” controls the modification
development aspects. REDC Administrative
Procedure REDC AP/MT 5000, Revision 5, entitled
“Maintenance Implementation and Work,” controls
work implementation, including the modification
process. ORNL Software Quality Assurance Guide
OQS-QA-G09, Revision 0 controls software
modifications. These modification development and
implementation procedures do not provide sufficient
guidance for the modification process, as evidenced
by the following examples:

* REDC AP/MT 5000 provides the following

definition of the QUALITY LEVEL: “Level
(category) | activities are characterized by high or




significant risk of negative impact on safety,
environment, public relations, program resources,
etc. Leve (category) Il activitieshavelittle or no
significant negative impact. Level (category) Il
activitiesarethosethat are not categorized aseither
Il or1.” This definition lacks precision and clear
guidance and allows for inappropriate
interpretations. Furthermore, becauseit lacks any
reference to safety-related classification of
components, it alowsfor quality level determination
without any regard to the component’s safety
clasdfication. This ambiguity contributed to the
erroneous quality levels in 16 of 17 reviewed
modification packages.

*  The Documentation Checklist in RTS-003 leaves
the user to decide whether independent design
review verificationisrequired (“Normally required
for Design Category Tasks’). No guidance is
provided for determining what is“normal” or when
the independent design review is required.
Consequently, none of the 17 packages received
an independent design review.

e The ORNL Software Quality Assurance
(OQS-QA-G09) is a guide, not a procedure.
Consequently, specific quality standards are not
established or enforced.

A.2 Maintenance

For the safety-class ventilation systems, REDC
generally performs sufficient corrective maintenance,
preventive maintenance, and post-mai ntenance testing
to maintain TSR operability of safety systems and to
continue program work. However, in most cases,
ventilation system predictive maintenance or
maintenance necessary for system reliability is not
performed. Other than the COG fans and associated
dampers (which were replaced in 1999), the material
condition of observed portions of the safety-related and
non-safety ventilation system components (including
active components) are minimally acceptable for normal
operations. Some equipment is beyond its life
expectancy, and many components such as dampers
and flexible joints are in disrepair, as evidenced by the
following examples:.

* Hexiblejoints in the safety-class ductwork of the
HCSA and LA ventilation system arein extremely
poor condition. The holes and tears are covered

by numerous layers of duct tape. Some of the
tape has aso degraded, requiring more layers of
tape to prevent air leakage.

Flexible Joints Repaired With Duct Tape

*  VOG maintenance dampersfor the control damper

upstream of the fan have disintegrated. They were
replaced, but the same type of isolation dampers
for the suction side of the fans were not inspected
for similar conditions. Portions of these dampers
could be pulled into the safety-class VOG fans, if
they disintegrate.

* Thesafety-class HEPA filter banksin the LA and

HCSA exhaust systems have exceeded their
maximum service life (i.e,, ten years from date of
manufacture), as specified in the April 2001 ORNL
HEPA filter replacement criteria. The LA and
HCSA exhaust system HEPA filterswereinstalled
in May 1991, and their manufacture date is
unknown. Although ORNL committed to ORO to
replace thesefilters no later than September 2003,
this project has not yet been funded.

* Externd environmenta conditions and aging have

resulted in faded, illegible, or missing labeson many
of the ventilation system components.

* Many of these maintenance deficiencies have

existed for years. Although genera material
conditions are documented in condition assessment
surveys, specific equipment deficiencies are not
documented in maintenance work requests unless
funding is avallable. This Situation results in an
erroneous indication that there is maintenance
backlog and does not allow for effective
prioritization of specific maintenance deficiencies.




Several methods of dealing with poor material
condition are documented as workarounds in
procedures; the required corrective maintenance has
not been performed, and the underlying problems have
not been resolved. Deferring such corrective
maintenance for years has adversely impacted the
materid condition of the ventilation systems. Examples
of these procedure workarounds were evident in the
procedure providing guidance for abnorma event
response and alarm response:

* VOG backdraft dampers do not fully close as
designed, so procedures call for aiding the valves
in shutting. For example, a procedure step
addressing diagnosis of poor vacuum in the VOG
system scrubber states, “ Backflow preventers must
be closed (may have to be aided).” Fully closing
these dampersinvolvesmanud agitation to maintain
required system flow; operators have staged a steel
rod at the dampers for this purpose. Dents and
missing paint on these dampers are evidence of
the result of this particular workaround.

Damaged Backdraft Damper

* A step in the procedure regarding checking
operation of the VOG system pressure control
vavedates, “ Thereisahigtory of sticking, air supply
lines breaking, and linkage coming loose.” Pant
and Equipment Division or REDC management has
not performed aroot cause andysisof thesefailures
or otherwise tracked them for trending. This
damper actively controls VOG system flow during
normal operations and following an accident.

*  One procedure step addressing the degraded LA
system air supply dampers states, “These may
require occasional adjustments of the set points of

the controllers (behind panel MB-4) and/or more
likely require manua movement of the dampers
since most do not work from their controllers
(PDC-31 and PDC-34 respectively).”

* A procedure step addressing diagnosis of failure
of the COG flow instrumentation states, “ Currently
there is no history to suggest a particular
reoccurring failure is likely, but the instrument air
supply to the stack pad is somewhat tenuous.” In
the same procedure, a step addressing diagnosis
of the cause of alow HCSA vacuum alarm states,
“Higtorically the (PDS-32) switch has been found
to drift between calibrations.”

Although some corrective maintenance is
performed, many deficiencies exist. For example, a
significant portion of the HVAC systemsisinaccessible,
and much of it has never been inspected or is only
inspected as a result of a failure (such as the leaky
COG joint inspected earlier thisyear). Other examples
of deficienciesin the corrective maintenance program
include:

* Faluretracking of ventilation systems, structures,
and components, which was performed until 1999
(REDC Maintenance Database), did not include
sufficient documentation to support meaningful
trending and analysis, and has been abandoned for
amost two years.

* In the 1960s, acid carryover from the VOG
scrubber damaged the system. At that time, the
facility used patchesto repair holes in the ducting
andthe VOG fan casings. However, these patches
and other portions of the system subject to the same
conditions have not been routinely inspected.

e Cadlibrations of non-TSR ventilation system
instruments are not kept up to date (approximately
25 percent of the instruments are overdue).

* The facility procured replacement VOG system
fans over five years ago. They have not been
instaled.

* A comprehensive Master Equipment List (MEL)
for the ventilation systems of Building 7920, which
is to include manufacturer or vendor name, model
and seria number, and other pertinent data, was
not available. A draft 1994 lig, “ Development of




Plant and Equipment Division's Master Equipment
List: Building 7920,” lacked sufficient detail and
did not match and was not superseded by a 2000
list, “REDC Building 7920 Safety-Class, Safety-
Significant, and Defense in Depth Configuration
Items.” Lack of a detailed, up-to-date MEL for
the ventilation systems violates the intent of DOE
Order 430.1A, Life Cycle Management and
hinders effective trending, tracking, and
maintenance of equipment.

In April 2000, the facility issued a Price-Anderson
Amendments Act noncompliance report against the
Quality Assurance Rule (10 CFR 830.120) addressing
lack of an upgrade program to address facility aging.
As one of the corrective actions, an Enhanced
Preventive Maintenance Program Proposal addressing
the upgrade of aging (end of life cycle) systems,
structures, and components was developed in
September 2000. Also, ORNL identified the need for
upgrading equipment as early as 1991; however, these
upgrades have remained largely unfunded, with some
exceptions (COG system fans and associated dampers
were upgraded in 1999).

A.3 Surveillance and Testing

A sampling of surveillance and testing procedures,
practices, and test results for the facility indicated that
they generaly provided adequate assurance that TSR
requirementswere being met. For example, ventilation
and off-gas HEPA filter efficiency testing was being
performed in accordance with established requirements,
and TSR surveillance roundsheets were being
performed daily and in each shift in accordance with
the TSRs and applicable procedures. Other testing
reviewed included off-gas and ventilation systems
differential pressure (DP) monitoring, building exhaust
systems’ stack velocity testing, and functional testsand
calibrations of instruments and aarms.

In a few instances, however, the ORNL
procedures, practices, and supporting analyses did not
provide full assurance that al aspects of the facility’s
safety and non-safety structures, systems, and
components were capable of performing their design
function as evidenced by the following problems.

Building DP Limits May Not Account for
Uncertainties — The TSRs require that the HCSA
and LA pressuresbe maintained at least 0.1 inch water
gage (w.g.) lower than the outdoor pressure. However,
because of the uncertainties associated with the building

outside environment and the instrumentation used for
measuring the building DP, the TSR building DP limit
could be unknowingly violated.

The accident analyses of the mitigated
conseguences were based on al of the Building 7920
rel eases being through the various ventilation systems,
with no direct building leakage as a result of the
confinement areas being maintained at negative
pressure with respect to the outside environment.
Releasesthrough the ventilation systemswere mitigated
by severd factors, including HEPA filtersand elevated
release points. Therefore, any factorsthat might nullify
the building negative pressure could allow direct,
unfiltered, ground-level leakage to the environment,
which could significantly increase the accident
consequences.  Two factors, one environmental and
the other involving instrumentation, could compromise
the building negative pressure.

First, the 0.1-inch w.g. building TSR negative DP
limit does not take into account wind effects on the
buildings, which can causelocalized lowering of outside
pressures. Thisstuation isinconsistent with practices
at other facilities requiring leakage control, which are
typically in the 0.25-inch w.g. DP range to account for
wind effects and uncertainties for most weather
conditions that could credibly be assumed coincident
with an accident. In response to this concern, ORNL,
applying an American Nationa Standards Institute
(ANSI) standard on wind effects, calculated that winds
above 17 mph could completely nullify the TSR 0.1-
inch w.g. DP limit on the roof and sides of the building
parallel to the wind direction. In addition, such
calculations contain variables and uncertainties, both
positive and negative, due to geometry discontinuities,
wind direction variables, etc., which are not addressed
in the ANSI standard. (During normal operation,
Building 7920 DPs are maintained in the 0.3-inch w.g.
range.)

The second factor involves the outdoor pressure
sensing probe design (in addition to the installation
concerns discussed in Section A.1). The probe is
located on the building roof, one of the areasthat would
experience the most wind-induced pressure reductions.
Because of this location, the probe should sense the
lowest building outdoor pressureif the above-described
uncertainties were neglected. Therefore, controlling
the building DP based on this indication would ensure
that it wasnegativeat al locations. However, the probe
design may indicate higher-than-actual pressure due
to another wind effect.

The probe design consigts of two horizontd, circular,
flat, parald, meta plates, 3/64-inch apart, the upper




plate 16 inchesin diameter, and the lower plate 8 inches
in diameter, with the sensing line penetrating the upper
plate at its center and pointing downward. Thisdesign
was intended to make the probe omnidirectiona and
not subject to ram pressure effects on the sensing tube.
However, wind entering the space between the plates
is significantly dowed because the plates are close
together. Sincestatic pressureisinversely proportional
to the square of the velocity, the static pressure at the
center sensing point would be higher than the actual
outdoor static pressure. Therefore, under windy
conditions, this device would provide non-conservative
pressure signals (i.e., the indicated pressure would be
higher than the actual pressure). Although the
difference would be small in absolute terms; it could be
large relative to the very small DP limit of 0.1-inch
w.g. Thus, the origina design cdls into question the
operability of the instruments receiving input from this
probe, which includes instruments used to verify that
building pressure remains within TSR limits.

HCSA and LA Exhaust Systems Stack
Velocity Testing — The HCSA and LA exhaust
systems' stack velocity test acceptance criteria basis
calculation contained minor non-conservatisms. These
two systems are required by the TSRs to maintain the
pressure of their respective areas at least 0.1 inches
w.g. lower than the outdoors by exhaust fans on the
building roof. Each exhaust system contains two fans
with a common suction and separate exhaust stacks.
Normally, onefan in each system is operating, with the
other in standby. The systems' flows are through
HEPA filters to remove any potentiadly radioactive
particles, and they are directed upward through exhaust
stacks 14 feet above the top of the roof to achieve the
required release elevation for accident conditions.

The TSRs require that the exhaust velocity be at
least 32.8 feet per second to provide the required mixing
height to meet accident offsite exposure limits. Two
minor non-conservatisms in the stack velocity
acceptance criteria supporting caculation are:

* The caculation accounted for the standby fans
actual backdraft dampers back-leakage, which
reduced the required system flows to achieve the
32.8 feet per second stack velocity. However, any
subsequent damper replacement or other factor
that would reduce the back-leakage would aso
reduce the exit velocity, thereby rendering the
acceptance criteria non-conservative. ORNL’S
informal review of this concern showed that the
additional accident exposure consequences would
be minimal.

* Each fan contains a 2-inch casing drain that was
not accounted for in the calculation. These drains
alow a smal portion of the flow to exit at roof
€levation, bypassing the stacks. Only two accident
consequences would result: it would allow the
bypassed flow to be released at alower elevation
than was credited in the calculation. The ORNL
USQD of this caculation error showed that the
additional accident exposure consequences would
be minimal and that the discovery did not congtitute

auUsQ.

Diesel Generator/Building Exhaust Fan
Testing — The standby diesel generator/Building 7920
exhaust fans' interlock test procedure is inadequate.
This procedure was written to test the standby diesdl
generator and its automatic load sequencing, as well
as the Building 7920 exhaust systems low-flow
interlocks for starting the standby fans upon loss of
flow through the operating fans. Although both
functions are non-safety, they are important to reliable
normal operation of the facility’s ventilation systems.

Although the procedure contains no acceptance
criteria, it contains expected “nominal values’ for the
diesel generator |oad sequence timing after asimulated
lossof norma power and for timing the building exhaust
fans swap-over. The sequencer timing measurements
areintended to demonstrate that the interval s between
sequenced |oads onto the diesel generator are adequate
to prevent overloading, nominaly 8 seconds. However,
the nomina values specified would not necessarily
provide that assurance, for two reasons. First,
specifying anomind ingtead of aminimum timing value,
which wasthe critical parameter, resultsin no controls
to prevent a minimum value from being violated.
Second, the procedure provides nominal values of the
total time for each device from the loading sequence
start. The observed values could be substantially
different from the nominal val ues because of tolerance
buildup. As a result, these numbers do not give an
accurate picture of the times between equipment starts
in the sequence, which is the actual parameter that
needs to be verified. An example of this tolerance
buildup was demonstrated in a test performed on
June 4, 2001, when the sequencer times differed from
the nomina values by as much as 20 percent. No
explanation was provided for the differences in the
completed procedure.

Similarly, the fan swap-over timing values are
intended to prevent the standby fans from being
bypassed in the load sequence if the swap-over takes




too long. However, in the test performed on June 4,
2000, one of the fans took over 50 percent longer than
the specified nominal timing range, and no explanation
or notation was provided in the procedure.

HEPA Filter Efficiency Testing - The HEPA
filter efficiency testing procedure for this facility is a
generic procedure used for al HEPA filter testing on
gte. It containsageneral requirement that downstream
sampling portsfor single-point sampling be greater than
or equa to 10 duct diameters from the filter to ensure
uniform sample mixing. Only the VOG system
configuration meets this criterion in this facility.
However, for the other systems, the non-uniform
hardware geometry downstream of thefiltersand other
hardware factors, such as intermediate fans, tends to
induce significantly higher turbulence than straight duct
flow. Therefore, ORNL judged that these factors
compensate for not having the required separation.
Although the EH-2 team agrees with the rationale for
allowing these exceptions, the procedure is written
without this explanation and is less than optimum,
because strict compliance cannot be achieved.

A.4 Operations

Process operators operate the Building 7920
ventilation systems in addition to performing process
operations. The operators monitor the ventilation
systems, perform system realignments when necessary,
perform some surveillance tests, and respond to darms
and abnormal conditions within the systems.

Inadequate Procedural Controls and
Compliance — Safety-related procedural controls
were not commensurate with the procedures’
importance to safety, as illustrated by the following
examples:

* Severa TSR survelllance procedures contain the
statement, “If modifications to the procedure are
required in the course of an operation, it is
anticipated that the person(s) performing the work
will respond appropriately according to their own
judgment.” This statement would alow procedure
revisions without the appropriate controls required
by 10 CFR 830.120 and DOE Order 5480.21. The
REDC procedure for developing, writing, reviewing,
approving, using, and controlling procedures
allowed such uncontrolled revisions and other
practicesinconsistent with the requirements of the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) and the DOE
order.

There are no procedures addressing startup, normal
operations and normal operating parameters,
system shutdown, and valve and electrica lineups
for the ventilation systems. Facility management
relies on operator and supervisor knowledge and
system familiarity in lieu of approved standards.

Most of the procedura guidance for response to
upsets in the ventilation systems is contained in
two procedures. REDC 7920/TSR 002, “ Guidance
for Troubleshooting and Corrective Actions in
Response to Facility Alarms Associated With
Equipment Addressed by the Building 7920
Technical Safety Requirements,” and REDC 7920/
TSR 003, “Guidance for Responding to and
Correcting Abnorma Conditions Associated With
Equipment Addressed by the Building 7920
Technical Safety Requirements.” These
procedures are poorly written, are not user-friendly,
contain multiple actions within individual steps,
address multiple conditions or alarms without the
benefit of a table of contents, and are generaly
not written in accordance with industry standards
or DOE expectations delineated in DOE-STD-
1029, “Writer's Guide for Technical Procedures.”
Each of these proceduresis designated asa* non-
verification administrative procedure for general
use,” which the REDC procedure on procedures
indicates are not mandatory.

Loss of non-safety-related supply fans for the
HCSA and LA ventilation systems leads to high
negative pressurein the Building 7920. Thefacility
dtaff indicated that operators mitigate this condition
by opening building doorsto the outside. Although
not addressed by facility procedures, facility
management considers this action routine, as
evidenced by interviews and directions documented
in REDC Work Request # 7925. The work plan
for thismodification directed control room personne
to take necessary actionsduring installation to stay
within the TSR limiting conditions of operation,
including propping open building doors. ORNL
personnel acknowledged that the “propped open
door” configuration was an unanayzed condition
with respect to accident consequences. To prevent
entering this configuration in the future, facility
management issued a Shift Instruction stating, “If
agtuation should arise a Building 7920 whereit's
necessary to prop open any of the outside doors
inside the Buffer Area in order to maintain the




proper building differentia pressuresthen we should

suspend al hot cell and glovebox operations in

Building 7920.” The use of “should” categorizes
this instruction as guidance rather than a
requirement, and the use of a Shift Instruction does
not ensure that this guidance will be a permanent
change to plant operations. In addition, the
contractor did not perform aUSQD to addressthe
existing practice of propping the doors open for

operating or shutdown conditions.

Operators are generally knowledgeable of the
ventilation system design, and rely on their knowledge
and system familiarity to operate systems and respond
to abnormal events. However, during simulated
scenarios, operators did not demonstrate a working
knowledge of the procedures for responding to alarms

and abnormal events, and there were notable
differences between shiftsin operators familiarity with
system operation. None of the operators immediately
referred to procedures for abnormal event response,
and during the scenarios, all of the shifts missed
responses called for in the abnormal event response
procedure. Operators indicated that they did not trust
the abnormal event response and alarm response
procedures, and felt that the procedures could not help
theminal stuations. Differencesin system familiarity
and proficiency between shifts could be attributable to
the current schedule of rotating ventilation equipment.
Equipment in redundant ventilation trains is swapped
on a two-week cycle, and the operator shift schedule
is on a four-week cycle. Because of this schedule,
two of the four shifts never see these evolutions.




APPENDIX B

CORE FUNCTIONS OF SAFETY MANAGEMENT

The effectiveness of implementation of the
integrated safety management (ISM) core functions
was evauated through a sampling of ORNL work
control processes. Work activities at ORNL are
diverse and include construction, maintenance,
engineering, operations, and research and devel opment.
A sampling of a severa work control processes and
work activities within the Plant and Equipment,
Chemical Technology, and Metals and Ceramics
Divisionswas conducted to determinethe effectiveness
of implementation of the core functions within these
divisons.

Maintenance work is performed throughout all
ORNL Divisons by Plant and Equipment personnel
according to various work control procedures.
Research and development (R&D) work conducted
within the Metals and Ceramics Divison consist of
short- and long-term metals and ceramic research
projects of varying degrees of hazards, routine
laboratory work (much of which is performed in fume
hoods), research equipment maintenance and repair,
and infrastructure support, including facility
maintenance and renovations. Most work is conducted
by resident researchers and supporting staff. However,
externa users also perform a routine amount of work
and resident time within the facilitiesis typicaly afew
days to a few weeks. Operations work at ORNL
nuclear facilities is addressed in the site work control
program descriptions, and procedures and authorization
basis documentsthat are unique to each nuclear facility.
Operationa work activitiesin ORNL nuclear facilities
reviewed (Buildings 7920, 7930, 3047, 3025E, and 3525)
included radiological hot cell operations, hazardous
chemica handling and operations, and nuclear facility
process operations.

B.1 Core Function #1 - Define
the Scope of Work

Missionsaretranslated into work, expectationsare
set, tasks are identified and prioritized, and
resources are allocated.

M aintenance and Construction. Maintenance,
construction, and modification work at ORNL is

generaly well defined. Construction work, including
project and subcontracted work, iswell defined through
project execution plans, project work plans, and
contract specifications. For example, the contract
specifications for the eectrical upgrade and reservoir
work were comprehensive and clearly defined work
and safety requirements for subcontractors.
Requirements for lower-tier construction
subcontractors were equally detailed. For the
subcontractor electrical upgrade work, the large tasks
had adequate work breakdown structures that
subdivided the magjor tasksinto smaller, better-defined,
and more manageabletasks. Specific work statements
and requirements of the contract properly bounded the
defined work.

Work, other than routine work, was adequately
defined in maintenance job requests (MJRs) or
equivaent division-specific work documents. For the
work reviewed, the grading and prioritization of work
were gppropriate and considered both the importance
of the equipment involved and the need for the work
based on risk and misson.

The EH-2 team identified weaknesses in the
processes for clearly identifying the work, associated
equipment, and components; ensuring appropriate
prioritization of new and backlog work; and verifying
that proper boundaries are established for organizations
and facilities, as discussed bel ow.

The scope of low-risk “blanket” work activities
for Plant and Equipment are not well defined,
documented, and retained as part of the work control
process. For Grade 4 work, blanket maintenance job
requests are written to cover a variety of new and
repetitive routinework activitiesin support of the various
divisona operations and mission. Examples of such
maintenance job requests include requests entitled
“dectrica support for high bay,” and * pipefitter support
for high bay.” Individua tasks performed under the
blanket maintenance job requests are verbally given to
craft workers and are, by procedure, not listed on a
maintenance job request. The craft workers then fill
out a formatted three-by-five card, called a* personal
job hazard evauation (JHE),” that lists the job scope,
specificjob hazards, the controls, and post-job feedback.
The personal JHE cards are not maintained once the
job is complete, so there is no history of the defined




work. The concept behind the personal JHE for low-
risk work is good. It empowers the craft workers to
review the specific job, write down specific work
hazards, and identify controls that should mitigate the
hazards. However, the EH-2 team found inconsi stent
implementation of the personal JHE system. A review
of about 500 persona JHE cards indicated numerous
cases where the scope, work description, equipment
specification, or locations were not adequately defined
to determine the hazards and implement controls. For
some work, such as “dectrica support for high bay,”

the work was not adequately defined and could have
been a higher risk grade, but was not identified for a
management-level review. Acceptance of personal
JHEs by craft workers was not universal, and
management was not performing rigorous reviewsthat
ensured the requirements were properly implemented.

A MEL or an equivaent list is not up-to-date and
not used for al work to facilitate the definition of work
and uniqueidentification of equipment and components.
However, the Plant and Equipment Division
understands the importance of unique equipment and
component identifiers in reducing error and uses the
portions of the MEL that are available. Plant and
Equipment proposed i mplementing the system sitewide
several years ago, but it never came about, due to
funding restraints. The list in use uniquely identifies
most equipment that the Plant and Equipment Divison
is responsible for; however, other divisons, such as
Chemica Technology and Metals and Ceramics, do
not always use unique equipment nomenclature or
identification numbers for al equipment on work
documents. Inconsistent identification of equipment
can cause errors and complicates tracking, trending,
and maintaining equipment history; planning for smilar
work activities; and obtaining lessons-learned
information. Thisis particularly important for safety-
class and safety-significant TSR equipment. The life
cycle asset management order, DOE Order 430.1A,
requires, for operation and maintenance, identification,
inventory, and a configuration management processfor
physical assets.

Although ORNL fecilitiesare aging (many facilities
over 50 yearsold), the maintenance backlog isminimal
and is being artificially kept a a low level. The
evaluation revedled that divisions and facilities were
generaly not preparing maintenance or modification
requestsfor itemsthey perceived would not be funded.
Consequently, the backlog was not characteristic of
the true condition of facilities as documented in facility
condition assessment surveys. Review of condition

assessment survey information for selected facilities
indicated materia condition deficienciesin safety-class,
safety-significant, and non-safety systems, some of
which could affect worker and facility safety. However,
there are no site procedures for implementing or
maintaining the condition assessment surveys up-to-
date. The September 2000 Predictive Maintenance
Proposa for REDC a so indicates significant long-term
deficiencies in numerous safety system in Buildings
7920 and 7930. DOE Order 430.1A requires periodic
assessment of the condition of physical assets in the
maintenance program. It further requires the
management of backlogs associated with maintenance,
repair, and capital improvements, and a method for
prioritizing infrastructure requirements. The
mai ntenance program providesthefirst level of grading,
prioritization, and backlog generation uponwhichto base
higher-level prioritization, such as the activity data
sheets. ORNL hasthis backlog management capability
in the maintenance work control system, but has not
elected to useit to fully implement the requirements of
DOE Order 430.1A.

Overdl, maintenance work activitiesare generaly
well defined, but there are deficiencies in the clear
definition of lower-risk work using the persona JHE
cards. Deficienciesin identifying systems, equipment,
and components on some work requests could
contribute to performance errorsin thefield. Backlog
management and the prioritization of maintenance
backlog isnot adequately addressed in thework control
process.

Research and Development. Research work
within the Metals and Ceramics Division is described
through avariety of mechanisms, including formal and
informal research proposals, technical papers and
presentations, interoffice memoranda, New Work
ESH& Q Review forms, and other informal mechanisms
(e.g., staff meetings). However, there is no well-
documented mechanism for defining work scopeinthe
R& D work control process. Although the Metals and
Ceramics ISM System Program Plan includes awork
definition section, this section of the plan focuses more
on divisona administrative functions (staff meetings,
position descriptions, etc.) than on processesfor defining
research work. In lieu of a documented work control
process, researchers, technologists, and the
environment, safety, and hedth (ES&H) staff have
relied on good communications (verba and interoffice
memoranda) to establish definitions of work for
identifying and analyzing the associated hazards.
Researchers are expected to contact ES&H when




defining new work that has substantial hazards where
they lack familiarity with the hazards and controls, or
the regulations that govern those hazards. Because
ES&H staff have a proactive presence in the field,
they have identified work activities where their
involvement is necessary and beneficia.

Substantial new work within the Metals and
Ceramics Division requires the preparation of a New
Work ESH& Q Review form. However, the work
definition e ements of the New Work ESH& Q Review
process are inadequate in several aspects. For
example, for a number of New Work ES&H Review
forms, the work was not sufficiently defined on the
formin order toidentify the hazards. Additionally, there
are no instructions for completing, reviewing, or
gpproving theform. The Metasand Ceramics Division
conducts a significant amount of research work that
researchers consider to be smilar to ongoing work,
and therefore to be exempt from the New Work Review
process. Thereisno documented guidancefor defining
what is “substantial” or “new” work. Furthermore,
the New Work ESH&Q Review does not typically
include setup and/or disassembly of research equipment
inthe work definition. Asaresult, hazards associated
with these activities may not be identified, analyzed, or
properly controlled. For a number of proposed new
work activities, there are no defined processes or
minimum thresholdsfor involving ES& H when defining
thework. For example, although ES& H considerations
may be discussed during the preparation of field work
proposals, there are no documented thresholds for
involving ES&H when defining the work, and records
do not indicate ES&H involvement. The Metals and
Ceramics|1SM plan indicates that new work proposals
“may” bereviewed by ESH& Q, but providesno ES&H
review thresholds. Similarly, proposa documents(e.g.,
High Temperature Material laboratory, Shared
Research Equipment User Program, and Metals
Processing Laboratory User Center) do not address
initial ES&H review requirements. Metals and
Ceramics Division personnel stated that a proposal
section containing ES& H requirements was eliminated
at the request of SC in order to streamline the process
by reducing paperwork.

Operations. In the facilities reviewed by the
team, the operationa activities (such aswork performed
by procedures and routine operator rounds to maintain
theauthorization basis) aregenerally well defined. Most
day-to-day operations in nuclear facilities, such as
Buildings 7920, 7930, 3047, 3025E, and 3525, are not
unique and are within the authori zation basis documents

for those facilities. With some exceptions (see
Appendix A), operations procedures have been
established to cover many operations and have clearly
defined work scopes.

One common activity for these facilities is the
movement of highly radioactive materid in and out of
the hot cdls by using specidly designed casks and,
when necessary, special hoisting and rigging
procedures. Operations procedures were in place at
these facilitiesfor cask movement activities, and these
procedures had clearly defined work scopes.

B.2 Core Function #2 - Analyze
the Hazards

Hazards associated with the work are identified,
analyzed, and categorized.

Institutional. Thedominant hazardswithin Metas
and Ceramics and Chemical Technology Divisions
facilities are identified, analyzed, and documented in
authorization basis document for nuclear facilities and
other hazards assessmentsfor radiological and industrial
facilities. Nuclear facilities have more comprehensive
and formal hazards analysis documents, such as safety
anaysis reports (SARS). These documents generally
provide adequate identification and analysis of the
dominant hazards associated with operations,
processes, and facility infrastructure maintenance and
modifications.

Generdly, hazardsare being identified and anadyzed
for most work activities. However, weaknesses in
implementation and fragmentation of the work control
processes across many divisiond and facility boundaries
have resulted in some hazards being missed, as
discussed below and in other sections of this report.
Thereisalack of rigor in documentation and an over-
reliance on people-based systems, rather than formal
systems, to analyze hazards and control some work.
In some cases, common hazards are not well
documented; it is assumed that the experienced
workforce with good historical knowledge will ensure
safety during work activities. While for the most part
thismay betrue, exceptionsincrease therisk and could
lead to injuries.

Some divisions use their work control processes/
proceduresto perform new ingtalationsand modification
to facilities. Depending on the modification or
installation, a readiness reviews may be required by
DOE Order 425.1B, Startup and Restart of Nuclear
Facilities. However, there are no clear linkages or




triggersfor readiness review considerations within the
work planning and control processes for modifications
performed under maintenance job requests.

Because modifications, maintenance, and R&D
within nuclear facilities are controlled by a variety of
work control processes and procedures in different
facilities, the procedures address the USQ differently
and sometimes incorrectly. This discrepancy leads to
an inconsistent application of the USQ screening
process for maintenance and some modification work.
The Plant and Equipment work planning and control
procedure does not require screening of dl maintenance
and modification activities for USQs. Therefore, it is
assumed that if work activity affecting safety-class or
safety-significant equipment were performed, the facility
would be relied upon to recognize when a USQ
screening should be performed as part of the planning
process. The REDC USQ screening process in the
job-planning checklist does not meet requirement of
ORNL ingtitutiona procedure ORNL-FS-01 in that it
uses a different set of screening questions. The
Radiochemical Technology Section of the Chemical
Technology Divisonwork planning and control process
for USQ screening is consistent with the institutional
procedure and with the DOE order and guidance. For
R& D work conducted in Metalsand Ceramicsdivison
non-nuclear and nuclear facilities, there are no clear
linkagesor triggersin theresearch work control process
for USQ considerations for new experiments.
However, the New Work ESH& Q Review Process
does ask whether there is an introduction of added
radioisotopes or greater than 100 pounds of highly toxic
materials to the facility, implying a potential for
exceeding the facility authorization basis. All sitework
control processes should mandate consistent USQ
screening of proposed activities, as required by DOE
Order 5480.21, Unreviewed Safety Questions, and
the site USQ procedure.

The sitewide JHE procedure contains weaknesses
that could result in hazards not being identified and
andyzed, and has promoted incons stent implementation
of the JHE process within the divisions and across the
gte. Thefollowing are examples of problemswith the
JHE procedure:

e The JHE program does not identify and mandate a
set of requirements for implementation of a
consistent sitewide JHE processthat resultsin the
identification and anaysis of al hazards for dl
work.

* Alternatives to the JHE process, such as the
Problem Safety Summary used in the Chemical
Technology Division and the New Work ESH& Q
Review used inthe Metalsand Ceramics Division,
do not clearly meet the intent of the JHE program
description. For example, the dternative methods
do not include clearly written specific thresholds
for ES& H or safety professiond involvement based
on the risk of the work activity.

*  The JHE procedure alows divisions to implement
division-specific HE procedures rather than using
aconsistent sitewide processthat iswell known to
al workers. Thisisparticularly important because
Plant and Equipment and ES&H personnel,
radiological control technicians, and others may
work or move from building to building.

* There are no instructions in the JHE program
description or division-level procedures for
completing some forms referenced in the
procedure, such asthe problem summary form and
the proposed new work form. The procedure
states that forms and checklists serve only as
guides, indicating that they may be optiond, and
there is no requirement that an equivalent process
be used.

* Theprocedure statesthat “it isintended” that front
line workers will participate in the process. The
ISM process requires worker involvement. The
JHE process should indicate the level of worker
involvement and the process for achieving that
involvement.

e The Medicd Department is not included in the
review or approval of HE forms. Thisisespecidly
important in work, research, and experiments
associated with humans or with pathogens or other
hazards that could present medical-related risks.

The Operations Services and Support Division
management and staff recogni zed that the JHE process
had weaknesses. However, these deficiencies have
existed for several years and should have been
corrected as a part of ISM Phase | and Il program
development and implementation.

Maintenanceand Construction. At REDC, the
JHE and work packages identified most hazards
associated with maintenance work. However, there
are some exceptions. For some packages, there was




alack of rigor infully identifying and analyzing hazards.
The JHE for an April 2001 maintenance job request to
refurbish the transfer area cubicle window identified
no potential hazards other than manual and mechanical
lifting, pinch points, and radiological exposures.
Although the JHE isrequired to identify al hazards for
the specific job activity, other documents in or
referenced by the work package identified a number
of hazards not identified in the JHE. A review of the
manufacturer product information inthework package
and materia safety data sheet (MSDS) information
identified severa additional hazards. Although anumber
of potential exposure hazards were associated with the
work activity, there was no review of or concurrence
in the work package by an industrid hygienist. The
standing radiological work permit (RWP) was not
tailored to the radiologicd controlsrequired. Although
personnel wereinformed of the hazards during the pre-
job briefing, the following hazards were not identified
on the JHE as required by procedure:

* The potential for didectric discharge during dry
assembly (from the manufacturer bulletin)

e The potentia lead hazard from removing and
cleaning components

* Hazards associated with pressure testing the
window after reinstallation

»  Potentia hazard from oxides used to polish thelead
oxide glass.

In another REDC work activity, inadequate analysis
of hazards at resulted in personnel clothes
contamination. A May 30, 2001, radiological event
report described acontamination event for an employee
working in the Building 7920 air plenum housing. The
report documented that the workers pants had been
contaminated with alpharadiation. The pre-job survey
detected only activity thought to be radon. Radiological
control technicians performed the survey only by
frisking; no swipes for removable contamination were
taken and no RWP wasissued for thework. Because
the plenum serves general ventilation and laboratory
hoods in Building 7920 and was at a point prior to
exhaust air entering the HEPA filter bank,
contamination was likely and should have been
expected.

For ORNL Engineering Division subcontracted
construction work, some hazards that could be
encountered during work activities were not identified
and analyzed in activity hazards analyses prepared by
second- and third-tier subcontractors and reviewed by

the ORNL subcontractor support organization. For
example, the potential for slica dust exposure while
removing concrete was not identified the electrical
systems upgrade and Reservoir #1 upgrade jobs.
Although wet sawing may have been invoked asadust
control measure, neither the hazard nor the control is
documented. No basdline air monitoring was planned
for this potential slicahazard, and therewas no apparent
review of lessonslearned from similar silicaexposures
across the DOE complex. Additionally, the potential
for lead exposure during remova of old, painted conduit
was not identified or analyzed for the el ectrical systems
upgrade. Thework scope and the hazard identification
and analysis documents did not indicate that lead-
containing materials were considered, and were not
present in the work activity.

Research and Development. Much of the
hazard identification and analysis process for R&D
work within the Metals and Ceramics Division is
conducted informally, with considerable reliance on an
experienced workforce knowledgeable of hazards in
their workplaces, an involved ES&H team, and
effective communi cations throughout the organization.
Principal investigators, group leads, and research
technologistsidentify and andyze hazards, usualy with
the assistance of members of the ES&H team
dedicated to supporting the division. Most hazards
appear to be identified and sufficiently analyzed,
athough the documentation might not exist to support
some hazards analyses. Worker exposures to noise,
chemicals, and non-ionizing radiation hazards are
routinely analyzed, and records are maintained.
Frequent exposure monitoring isencouraged, and those
services are provided by the Operations Services and
Support Divison a no cogt to the ORNL divisions.
However, there are few formal hazard identification,
screening, and analysis processes other than the
Laboratory Safety Summary and the Proposed New
Work ESH& Q Review, which are described in the
following paragraphs.

A number of weaknesses were identified with the
implementation of the Laboratory Safety Summaries,
which are intended to list the hazards and controls
associated with ongoing experimentswithin one or more
laboratory rooms, and are posted on the laboratory
doors. However, there is limited guidance for the
preparation, approval, and use of the Laboratory Safety
Summaries, and their use and maintenance is unclear
andinconsstent. Oneprincipa investigator commented
that the purpose of the Laboratory Safety Summaries
was primarily for auditors, and not to aid researchers




in hazard identification. When viewed collectively, the
deficiencies in the Laboratory Safety Summaries
indicate a number of fundamental concerns, and they
have not always served as an effective tool for
identifying or analyzing hazards or documenting hazard
controls. Some Laboratory Safety Summaries did not
identify al the hazards in their respective laboratories.
For example, employees in Laboratory B54 use a
considerable amount of bare lead as weights. The
Laboratory Safety Summary for this area does not
address the uses of lead or the associated hazards and
controls. Another Laboratory Safety Summary
indicated that there were no carcinogens in the lab.
However, a container was located in the lab with the
precaution “carcinogen” written on the container. A
number of Laboratory Safety Summarieswere not kept
up to date, and did not reflect current laboratory
conditions or hazards. The Metals and Ceramics
Divison Chemical Hygiene Plan for each laboratory
within the division requires an up-to-date Laboratory
Safety Summary. A similar concern about updating
Laboratory Safety Summaries for the Chemical
Technology Divison was previoudy identified by ORNL
during the ISM gap analyses, but the concern was not
extended to other divisons. Severa Laboratory Safety
Summaries had handwritten additions and del etions of
hazards and controls, with no indication of who
performed the change and why. Since there are no
instructions for approval or updating of Laboratory
Safety Summaries, it is not clear whether they are
approved for use even if some signatures are missing,
or whether they should be reviewed again based on
handwritten additions or deletions. Some Laboratory
Safety Summaries were approved by group leaders
who no longer had responsibility for those laboratories.
Many Laboratory Safety Summaries attempted to
address multiple hazards associated with a number of
concurrent research activities within a laboratory, but
were too generic or confusing to adequately aid the
researcher in identifying specific hazards for an
individua experiment.

The New Work ESH& Q Review serves as the
hazard identification and analysistool for new research
work, inasimilar fashion asthe L aboratory Summaries
for exigting laboratory activities. For the Metals and
Ceramics Division, the New Work ESH& Q Review is
intended to fulfill the function of the JHE as required
by ORNL JHE program description. However, the
current New Work ESH&Q Review is also
inadequately implemented. For example, there are no
ingtructions, procedures, or guidancefor the preparation,
approval, and use of the New Work ESH& Q Review,

and itsuse and maintenance areincons stent throughout
divison facilities. Use of the New ESH&Q Work
Review revealed several unique concerns. For
example, the process is typicaly conducted at the
beginning of aproject, but the review is apparently not
maintained, revised, or updated throughout the life of
the project, even as hazards change. In some cases,
asthe work changes and new hazards are introduced,
a New Work ESH& Q Review is not initiated, nor is
the initial New Work ESH& Q Review form updated
and revised. This results primarily from the lack of
clear direction in the ORNL JHE program description
concerning updating JHEs for changing work
conditions. Likewise, thereis no clear guidance for a
graded approach to implementing the New Work
ESH& Q Review based on the safety and health risk
of the work activity. Another concern is that some
line managers have not assumed responsibility for the
New Work ESH& Q Review process. ES& H routinely
prepares and retai ns these documents on behalf of some
linemanagers. A number of group leadersand principal
investigators did not have a copy of their New Work
ESH& Q Review forms, nor could they retrieve acopy.
Inafew cases, ES& H was perceived to beresponsible
for “safety forms.” A related concern is that New
Work ESH&Q Review forms and the supporting
documentation are not easily retrievable, if at all.
Several New Work ESH& Q Review forms were
incomplete and did not contain all the signatures
designated on the form, athough the research work
had commenced. Additiondly, a concern identified in
the previous section of thisevaluation wasthat hazards
associated with some R&D project setup and
disassembly were not identified and analyzed through
the New Work ESH& Q Review Process or any other
formal hazard identification process.

Although both the Metals and Ceramics ISM Plan
and Work Control Process Description stress the
importance of agraded approach to hazard identification
and analysis, existing documentation within the Metals
and Ceramics Division does not describe how to
implement such a graded approach for research work.
Thework control process does not distinguish between
low, moderate, or high-risk activities, or have a
mechanismto tailor R& D hazardsanalysesaccordingly.
Although “significant” hazards require a grester level
of andysis, thereisno definition of what is“significant.”
There are no clear documented guidelinesfor agraded
involvement of management or ES&H in the
preparation, review, or approva of hazards anayses.
Furthermore, since there is no lesser form of hazards
analysisthan the New Work ESH& Q Review Process




(i.e., ajob hazards analyss), thereisno mechanismfor
identifying and documenting hazards associated with
routine laboratory work activities other than the
Laboratory Safety Summaries, which are generally
ineffective.

Operations. As discussed under Guiding
Principle #6, there were significant differences in the
approved operations procedure review and approval
process among the reviewed facilities. For example,
one procedure applied to Buildings 3025E and 3525,
another to Building 3047, and yet another to Buildings
7920 and 7930. The procedure review and approval
process used for Building 7920 and 7930 was the |east
prescriptive regarding the new procedure review
process. For example:

* The Building 7920 Chemica Makeup Area nitric
acid mixing procedure alows sparging of the nitric
acid solution outside the fume hood. Thisisnot in
accordance with the MSDS for nitric acid or the
Chemica Technology Divison chemica hygiene
plan. (The sparging operation for a nitric acid
solution was observed being performed outside a
fume hood.)

* In Building 7920 Chemica Makeup Ares, the
chemical operating procedures do not require the
use of goggles when handling hazardous liquid
chemicals. The procedures states that operators
are expected to use standard laboratory practices
and precautions when handling chemicals. In
addition, the training provided to operators did not
include the use of chemical splash goggles.
However, the training covered the use of face
shields and safety glasses. The Chemical
Technology Division Chemical Hygiene Plan
(ORNL/CF-01/12) and Chemical Laboratory Safe
Practices (ORNL Laboratory Standard Program
Description (ORNL-SH-P13) Appendix A) require
the use of goggles, rather than safety glasses, when
handling certain liquid chemicals.

e The Building 7920 Chemical Makeup Area
operating procedure for oxalate makeup of reagent
solutions (HC-OP-0803-R02) is used when
handling oxdic acid. The MSDS for oxalic acid
indicatesthat the substanceistoxic. No evaluation
of operating procedure adequacy or operator
performance, and no airborne sampling by industrial

hygiene, have been conducted to determine the
extent of the chemical hazards when using this
chemical.

During facility walkdowns, the team identified
severd hazards that were not adequately analyzed by
the current safety documentation:

e At Building 3525, a 9,900 pound capecity liquid
nitrogen tank is installed outside the east wall and
is piped into the building. The potentia cryogenic
hazards associated with the relatively large amount
of liquid nitrogen are not addressed in facility
operating procedures. General cryogenic hazards
are addressed in the Metals and Ceramic Division
laboratory hazards personal protective equipment
training and chemica hygiene plan.

e At Building 3025E, a large number of solid lead
bricks were stored in the attached Butler Building.
The lead had formed some white oxide on exposed
surfaces, creating apotential dust exposure hazard
if disturbed. The ORNL lead program requires a
JHE for workspaces containing lead. This has not
been completed.

* At Building 7920, no USQ screen was conducted
following the discovery of arelease path for 1-131
(diffusion of molecular iodine through the
meanipulator boot materia) during norma operations
for some target campaigns. The site maintained
that thiswas not an accident scenario release, and
that the contamination hazard evaluation in the
hazards analysis bounds this discovery. The
frequency of thistype of release cited in the SAR
isnot bounded and therefore a screen should have
been conducted. Routine air samples failed to
detect 1-131 releases into the control room at
Building 7920, and hazards analyses conducted
before September 2000 had not identified this
potentia.

e At Building 7920 in the Chemica Makeup Areaa
large quantity of nitric acid is stored. In the Drum
Room there are several large containers (55-gallon
drum size) of chemicals being used and stored. A
documented review had not been completed for
these chemical practices. The Chemical
Technology Chemica Hygiene Plan is applicable




to these spaces but has not been implemented for
Building 7920 chemical processing activities. For
the practices not covered by operations procedures,
hazards analyses were not completed in
accordance with the Chemical Hygiene Plan
Problem Safety Summary, JHE, or other
documentation.

B.3 Core Function #3 - Develop
and Implement Hazard
Controls

Safety standards and requirements are identified
and agreed-upon, controls to prevent/mitigate
hazards are identified, the safety envelope is
established, and controls are implemented.

Institutional. Empowering workersto stop work
when hazards are recognized is an integral element in
thework control processand performing al work safely.
All workers must understand their responsibility to stop
work when told of an unsafe condition, and not restart
work until the unsafe conditionis corrected or resolved
by supervisors or management.

Although workers interviewed understood their
stop-work authority and responsibility, there are
numerous weaknesses in the stop-work program that
could result in the lack of notification to management
of “imminent danger” Situations, missed opportunities
for lessons learned important to safe work, lack of
documentation for near-miss situations, and failure to
identify reportable events. The weaknesses include:

* The newly signed Oak Ridge Operations Office
(ORO) Stop Wor k/Suspend Wor k Responsibility
policy statesthat employees*“ should” report unsafe
activitiesand “ should” notify affected workersand
the supervisor, rather than “shal.” That, in effect,
puts in place an approved management policy by
DOE, all site contractors, and the union that
reporting unsafe conditions is not mandatory, but
optiond.

* The stop-work procedure (Program Description)
allows “imminent danger” situations that are
immediately correctableto be addressed by normal
supervisory procedures, potentiadly bypassing full
notification, documentation, and consideration of
near-miss and Occurrence Reporting and
Processing System (ORPS) reporting
regquirements.

* For immediately correctable imminent-danger
Stuations, the procedure gives the supervisor full
responsibility for corrective action without any
requirement for Divison Safety Officer, ES&H,
QA, or section or divison manager verification.
The supervisor in charge of the unsafe work may
have a perceived or actua conflict of interest.

* The Division Safety Officer, Environmental
Protection Officer, and Radiation Control Officer
respond to formal “stop-work orders,” but the
procedure does not mandate a response to
immediately correctable imminent dangers by
ES& H or safety personnel. Therefore, detailsand
facts associated with imminent danger Situations
may be lost.

*  Theprocedure only refersto the ORPS procedure
if the hazard has already caused an injury. ORPS
reporting is required for near misses or violations
of Occupationa Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) regulations causing imminent danger
Situations, whether immediately correctable or not.

Maintainenceand Construction. ThePlant and
Equipment Division performs most infrastructure,
facility, and support work using both dedicated and
deployed personnel. Although some work within
nuclear facilities is performed under facility-specific
work procedures, most Plant and Equipment work is
performed under the Plant and Equipment work control
procedure. Whilethisprocedure providesasound basis
for the work control program, there are several
procedure and implementation weaknesses:

* The scope of the procedure does not clearly state
when maintenance work requires the use of the
Plant and Equipment work control procedure, or
when divisiona-level procedures are acceptable.

e ThePant and Equipment work control processand
JHE program description do not require clearly
documenting the defined scope of work for
individua blanket work activities either on the
blanket work MJR or the personal JHE cards. The
supervisor verbally gives the job to the craft
workers, who in turn document the scope of the
job on the personal JHE card. Review of about
500 JHE cardsfor blanket work indicated varying
levels of details and completeness, as discussed in

Core Function #1 above.



* The persona JHE cards that indicate the blanket
and dispatch work tasks are destroyed after the
job is complete, leaving no record of the specific
work task, the hazards involved, or the work
completed. The procedure requires retention of
JHESs for blanket work, but is not clear as to
whether it applies to both forma and persona
JHEs.

*  Theprocedure doesnot clearly indicatetherevision,
field change, and approval processfor the different
types of work with graduated levels of revison
gpprova based on the risk of the work activity.

* The procedure intermixes terminology for
operations type work and maintenance type work.
Day-to-day operations driven by approved
procedures and shift routines should not be
performed under a maintenance work procedure.
The procedure requiresa JHE for operationswork,
wheress the hazard identification, analysis, and
controlsshould be built into the gpproved procedure;
a JHE should thus be unnecessary. Programmed
maintenance procedures may require a
supplemental JHE depending on the location and
the environment where they are performed.

* The procedure notes that a hard copy of the MJR
“may be used” during execution of work rather
than requiring that it must be used. A hard copy
should always be used to ensure that craft workers
select the correct equipment and location, and that
they havethejob scope (limitations and boundaries)
and instructions at the job site.

* Theprocedurerequiresthat all proceduresrelevant
to blanket work be reviewed annually with craft
workers. This is not being done because it is
impossible to determine which procedures are
relevant, because neither theindividual work tasks
completed nor the procedures used are
documented.

A sampling of REDC work packages identified
numerous failures to follow procedures and other
adminigtrative deficiencies in the development and
completion of work packages and supporting
documentation. Work packages on different dates for
identical air compressor maintenance had different
requirements for notifying the Building 7920 control
room before lockout/tagout of the compressor and upon

return to service. On numerouswork packages, some
hazardswere not checked on the JHE but were present
in the work activity, as evidenced by a lockout/tagout
(lockout/tagout not checked) and RWP (radiation
hazard not checked). These errors appeared to be
caused by inattention when completing the JHE. Some
boxes either were not checked or were wrongly
checked in work packages. For tracking, trending, and
machinery history considerations, the REDC work
control procedure requires entering all completed work
requests in adatabase. However, about 80 percent of
the recent maintenance job requests have not been
entered due to astaffing change, and the responsibility
has not been reassigned.

Although most radiologica work had appropriate
controls, thereisan overreliance on generic “ standing”
RWPs when job-specific RWPs should be used in
accordance with ISM. For example, at REDC, RWP
8094 coverswork described as “genera and routine,”
and is used for about 90 percent of the day-to-day
radiologica work. The JHE for aspecific work activity
prescribed additional controls for adding radiation
shielding and radiological control technician job
coverage, which should have triggered development
of a job-specific RWP. However, the work was
performed without revising the standing RWP to add
the additional controls. Therefore, the standing RWP
did not address all radiologica hazards and associated
controls for the job.

ORNL does not have awork planners guide for
site or facility maintenance, which would aid work
planners, promote consistency across several work
control systems, and better support implementation of
the facility management model and Standards Based
Management System (SBMS). Plant and Equipment
developed a work planners’ guide with the
implementation of DOE Order 4330.4B, Maintenance
Management. However, because the maintenance
order is not part of the work smart standards, the
planners guide is out of date and not being used.
Therefore, thereisno singlereferenceto assist planners
in planning work packages that must meet a multitude
of work control, radiation protection, environmentd,
facility, and OSHA requirements.

ORNL has ingtitutional procedures to guide the
acquisition and control of construction subcontractors
on site. The contract specifications and referenced
documents provide the requirement basis for most
construction subcontractor work. However, controls
for service subcontractors, vendors, technical
representatives, and other outside organizations that
perform work within facilities are not well specified in




divison work control procedures; these organizations
and their work could affect the operation of thefacility
and equipment. Equipment vendors might performwork
with some hazards and be working outside the
established work control program and requirements.
For example, copy machine technicians typically
perform adjustments and maintenance on energized
240V AC machines and may be working “on or near”
energized electrical equipment without the knowledge
of thegteor facility, the benefit of aJHE, or verification
that they have recelved adequate training.

During review of electrica system and reservoir
upgrade work, the EH-2 team identified deficienciesin
development, implementation, and documentation of
controls associated with second- and third-tier
subcontracted construction work. During adiscussion
of job ste hazardswith the supervisor who wasfulfilling
therole of safety officer, it was apparent the supervisor
lacked adequate training and knowledge to evauate
potential noise and heat stress exposures as required
in the contract specifications and subcontractor’s
activity hazards analysis (AHA). OSHA Standard 29
CFR 1926.52 and associated measurement method (5
dB doubling rate) for noise wereincorrectly applied to
employee exposures and incorrectly stated inthe AHA
prepared by the subcontractor. The construction
specificationsfor that job, and thework smart standards,
require the American Conference of Governmental
Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) threshold limiting value
for noise and amore conservative measurement method
using a3 dB doubling rate. Monitoring for noise at this
job sitewas not documented asindicated in the ACGIH
threshold limiting value for a hearing conservation
program. For heat stress, the supervisor was not aware
of the ACGIH heat stressmonitoring requirements (i.e.,
wet bulb globe thermometer measurement) and was
incorrectly using a combination dry bulb thermometer
and relative humidity measurement. The lockout/tagout
language in the AHA is confusing and could cause
misunderstanding about who isresponsiblefor lockout/
tagout. The AHA used boilerplate language and the
term “Company” and “Contractor” rather than the
specific name of the organization.

While controlsfor most job hazards are devel oped,
there are significant deficiencies in the processes and
implementation. These deficiencies have resulted in
controls not being devel oped or implemented for some
hazards. In several cases, the JHEs and work control
packages have errors or omissions, indicating laxness
infollowing procedures and implementing requirements.
Because of the number of errors, controls may not
aways be appropriate for the hazards.

Resear ch and Development. Requirementsfor
non-nuclear research activities conducted within the
Metals and Ceramics Division are identified in
Appendix E of the contract and inthe ORNL industrial
safety work smart standards. Sincethisdivision’ swork
control process is minimaly documented, the process
for rolling out indtitutional ES&H requirements into
divison research activitiesisnot well defined, and some
institutional ES&H requirements are not being
adequately implemented by line management (e.g., the
JHE process). Included in the work smart standards
for this divison are the ACGIH threshold limit values.
However, these values have not been fully incorporated
into exposure monitoring activities for noise and
chemicals in Metals and Ceramics facilities and the
divison's chemica hygiene plan.

At the activity level, many hazard controls are
identified, communicated, and implemented by
researchers, technologists, group leaders, and the
ES&H staff on an informa and collaborative basis.
Controls appear to be adequate for the research
activities observed by the EH-2 team, although the
documentation and management of those controls are
not well established. The primary mechanism for
identification and documentation of hazard controls is
either the New Work ESH& Q Review process or the
Laboratory Safety Summaries, which are supplemented
by personal protective equipment training. However,
as indicated in the previous section, no procedures
govern these processes, and documented controls are
either inadequately defined as to their application and
hazard, or not defined at al. For example, anumber of
Laboratory Safety Summaries define the hazard control
as persond protective equipment, but fail to identify
the acceptable type (rubber gloves, chemical apron,
chemica faceshidld, etc.). Furthermore, snceanumber
of chemicals are used for multiple research projects
within alaboratory, it is not clear to which activity this
requirement is directed. Several Laboratory Safety
Summaries and ESH&Q Review Forms did not list
any controls for the identified hazards. Few of these
forms identified the required ES&H training for the
hazards listed.

Overall, there is no formal, documented process
for the identification and implementation of hazard
controlsfor R& D work, sincethe Metalsand Ceramics
work control process for research work is not well
defined or documented (see Safety Issue #2). The
Metals and Ceramics Division work control processis
fragmented. Elements of the process are described in
athree-pagepolicy statement (“Materialsand Ceramics




Practices Concerning Control of Experimental
Activities’), the divison's ISM system program plan,
the chemica hygiene plan, awork control memorandum,
and ORNL procedures on work control and JHES, as
applicable. The extent of the applicability of ORNL
work control policy (which has not been updated since
the former contract) and the ORNL JHE to R&D
activitiesis not clear. Collectively, these work control
documents are not linked to work control process for
R&D. Individualy, these documents do not adequately
describe aresearch work control process. For example,
thedivison ISM system program plan isinsufficient as
aR&D work control description, in that the plan does
not address types of work performed in the division or
addressresearch work processes. Both the Laboratory
Safety Summaries and the New Work ES& H Reviews,
which are the division’s formal mechanism for
implementing the ISM core functions, have a number
of deficiencies(asdetailed in the preceding paragraphs).
Typical ISM work control eements, such as pre- and
post-job reviews, work activity walkdowns, a graded
approach to hazards analyses, and involvement of
ES& H or line management or their R& D counterparts,
have not been defined or incorporated into the division
work control process. Furthermore, since these
documents are not centrally stored, it is difficult to
assemble the work documents (or “Work Package™)
for an ongoing R& D activity (work definition, hazards
analysis and controls, training requirements, safety
permits, work authorization, etc.). Some work
documents are kept by a number of individuds, with
some controls conveyed verbally or by interoffice
memorandum.

There are a number of routine laboratory work
activities performed by technologists and some
researchersfor which thework activity and associated
hazards and controls are not recorded through the New
Work ESH&Q Review process or in a Laboratory
Safety Summary. For example, technologistsroutinely
replace furnace filters with assistance from Plant and
Equipment Division. This work activity has been
analyzed by research technol ogists, with the assistance
of ES&H. Potential hazards were identified (e.g.,
nuisance dust, lifting, electrical and dippery surfaces),
and controlswere established (e.g., dust masks, lockout/
tagout, housekeeping, and Tyvek coverdls). However,
there is no documented record of this work activity,
the potentid hazards, or the required controls. Although
the Laboratory Safety Summary is intended for this
purposg, it is often too generic to identify the controls
for aspecificwork activity. Thisapproachistypica of

a number of routine laboratory work activities that
involve potential hazardsand required controls, yet there
isno record of the activity or controls. Other examples
include chemica mixing in fume hoods, withdrawa of
extruded metals from furnaces, and pouring of liquid
nitrogen at elevated heights. Furthermore, the Metas
and Ceramics work control process does not clarify
the type of work that would require a documented
hazards analysis and controls, when work can be
performed as“ skill of the craft,” or adefinition of skill
of the craft as it applies to research work. Many
chemical operations within DOE and industry have
process ingtructions for chemical handling, fume hood
operations, and repetitive laboratory practicesto ensure
safety and consistency.

Hazard awarenesstraining delivered by the ES& H
staff to researchers, technologists, and external users
was generaly exceptional. For example, the Metals
and Ceramics Division has devel oped specid awareness
training materialsfor hazards associated with advanced
materias that are not provided by ORNL site training
programs (e.g., hydrogen fluoride handling, nanofibers).
The division has also developed and implemented
comprehensive pollution prevention and ergonomics
programs, as well as an ESH& Q orientation program
for new workers. The High Temperature Materials
laboratory user program has a process that assures
that new users are sufficiently briefed on their facility
responsibilities, as well as specific ES&H
responsibilities and the locations of safety equipment.
The Shared Research Equipment User program uses
asimilar processto ensurethat new usersarequalified
to conduct work. The Metals Processing Laboratory
User Center external user program does not have a
formal process to assure that new users are aware of
ES&H requirements and responsibilities, however, a
principal investigator accompanies each user and
performs tasks posing a hazard potential .

Requirementsfor procedure devel opment and use
arenot well defined or communicated withinthe Metals
and Ceramics Division. Some guidance for the use of
standard operating procedures (SOPs) and guidelines
(SOGs) was presented in a recent division staff
meeting, but the guidance has not been formalized or
integrated with other divisona or ORNL policies and
ingtructions on procedures. Although adivisona QA
standard was issued in 1995 concerning procedure
requirements, the standard is not consistently used
throughout the division. Severd SOGs posted in the
vicinity of research equipment consisted of only informd,
unapproved rules-of thumb. For example, asingle page




ingtruction for an x-ray diffraction unit in Laboratory
L113, entitled “High Temperature X-Ray Diffraction
Power-up/Power-down Procedure,” containsfour lines
of instruction, two for power-up and two for power-
down. Thereisa statement following the two power-
up ingtructions that states, “the order of the power-up
must be followed in that order, otherwise dire things
will happen.” However, the precaution doesnot precede
the power-up instructions, nor does it indicate what
“dire things’ may happen.

A number of chemicals within the Metals and
Ceramics facilities are not adequately controlled or
consistently labeled. Although most of the laboratory
chemicals are included in the ORNL Hazardous
Materid Inventory System (HMIS), some have not been
kept current. For example, the chemical inventory for
Building 4508, Laboratory 242 is not updated; the
chemicals have been depleted, and the inventory lists
some chemicasthat areno longer inthearea. Ordering
and receipt of some chemicals bypasses the ORNL
chemical procurement system, such as chemical
samples provided directly by vendors to researchers.
Furthermore, sincechemicalsareassgnedtoindividuas
and not areas, chemical control areas overlap, anditis
often difficult to identify chemical ownership in any
specific laboratory or room. The purpose of the
chemica inventory system and the requirements for
updating chemical inventories were unclear to some
group leaders. However, al personnel acknowledged
that it was easy to obtain a chemical listed on the
inventory, but extremely difficult to have one removed.
Chemical labeling requirements were aso unclear to
those interviewed by the EH-2 team. For example,
the High Temperature Materias Laboratory briefing
sheset for usersindicatesthat the National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA) “diamond” is the method used to
label chemicals and communicate hazards. However,
by ORNL procedure, chemicals with an original
manufacturer’s label are not required to display the
NFPA diamond. In addition, guidance is aso lacking
for labeling containers as carcinogenic, acutely toxic,
or areproductive hazard.

Operations. Attheinditutiond and facility levels,
the regquirements and controls necessary for safe,
environmentally sound operations and the protection
of the workers, the public, and the environment are
gpecifiedinthe ORNL SBMS, individua facility safety
analyses, and operating procedures.  Facility-specific
authorization bases include the respective SARs and
TSRs. In generd, the EH-2 team found that facility
supervisors, operators, and chemical technicians

demonstrated thorough knowledge of facility systems.
Facility operators were observed properly completing
their round sheetsto verify facility conditionin Buildings
7920, 3047, 3525, and 3025E. Observations of control
room activities, including shift turnover and authorization
of activitiesin Buildings 7920 and 3525, were found to
be satisfactory.

However, some areas of conduct of operations
were found to need improvement. The maor area
needing improvement was procedure devel opment and
use. For example, the procedure validation process
used at Building 3047 was deficient. The validation
check sheet completed for the latest secondary
containment test procedure revision specificaly requires
areview of equipment labeling. The test procedure
contained severa equipment labeling errors. The
reviewer failed to note any labeling deficiencies on the
validation form. Furthermore, the documentation to be
provided following avalidation isunclear. The procedure
validation check sheet does not require the user to
document what type of vaidation was performed (i.e.,
tabletop, field), and when a partial validation is
performed it does not require a description of what
parts of the procedurewerevalidated. Thisinformation
is needed in order to understand the thoroughness of
the vaidation.

Problemsin procedure verification and usage were
observed at REDC. For example, in Building 7920,
many operating procedures contain numerousredlines,
crossouts, and major procedure step deletions and
written additions. Good conduct of operations practices
indicate that extensive handwritten changes make a
procedure confusing and increase the potentia for
operator mistakes when performing operations. In
addition, the REDC procedure on procedures, AP-1,
“Policy and Procedure for Development, Writing,
Review, Approval, Use and Document Control of
Procedure,” doesnot require ES& H staff review when
chemical hazards are involved. This has resulted in
poor procedures in the Chemical Makeup Area, as
discussed under Core Function #2.

Also, problems were observed in the
Instrumentation and Controls Division verification and
vaidation process. In Building 7920, the J-Plug High
Radiation Alarm Surveillance and Testing procedure
contains an incorrect TSR setpoint. The Jplug area
gamma radiation monitor and TSR alarm setpoint in
the procedure is 150 mR/h. The correct TSR adarm
setpoint is 100 mR/h. The procedure does not aert the
operator to a TSR violation of the dlarm setpoint if itis
above 100 mR/h. A review of completed surveillance




test data revealed no cases where the TSR limit was
exceeded. Inaccordance with the Instrumentation and
Controls Division procedure for procedure writing, the
test procedure went through several validation reviews
that identified and corrected many deficiencies.
However, the checksrequired to complete avalidation
werenot defined (e.g., verify equipment labeling, verify
set points, and verify hazards). Problems were aso
identified with operators knowledge and use of aarm
and abnormal event response procedures (see
Appendix A).

Numerous round sheet deficiencies were observed
by theteam. For example, the round sheet for Building
3047 was found to contain an administrative range for
facility pressure gages that was mideading. Theround
sheet for Building 3025E was found to have deficiencies
in the labeling for Cell #3 DP (the label was damaged
and unreadable) and the continuous air monitor
instruments (the labels were handwritten). Cell Filter
DP reading specifications were stated as operable
when anumber (inches of water) would be appropriate.
Many unlisted outside areas were inspected, but
deficiencies found in the outside areas were not listed.

Several facility-level procedura requirements for
REDC werenot well defined. For example, the periodic
review of operator aidsin Building 7920 was not defined
and had not been completed since 1999. The yearly
training required by the Chemical Hygiene Plan onsite-
specific hazardsis past due for anumber of workersin
Buildings 7920 and 7930.

Several deficiencieswere noted inimplementation
of controlsin the Chemica Makeup Room in Building
7920. Chemicd techniciansare permitted to work aone
in the Chemical Makeup Room. The EH-2 team found
this practice questionable, given the potentia for aspill
and the fact that the room is cluttered with equipment,
vaveand tank idands, and stored chemicas. A worker
working would find it difficult to get to a safety shower
or eyewash station (these are poorly located) in an
emergency. The laboratory hood in the Chemical
Makeup Room was past its inspection date (the hood
was ingpected following the team’s observation). In
addition, the size of the hood opening did not permit
easy accesswhen removing large graduated cylinders,
thereby increasing the potentia for a chemica spill.
Many equipment, component, and valve labeling
deficiencies were also identified in the Chemical
Makeup Room. For example, poly tube jumpers used
to make tank-to-tank connections are not clearly and
uniquely labeled a both ends, potentidly leading to
chemical transfer errors. Thiswasacontributing cause
of agpill accident in 1994.

In Building 3025E, the MSDS binder in the
Specimen Preparation Laboratory wasout of date. This
Laboratory does not have accessto acomputer to obtain
current MSDS(s) to compensate for the outdated
MSDS binder. The team observed an unlabeled drum
of ail in the utility area, and paint that had been stored
for many months in the Gamma Source Room. The
housekeeping in 3025E Buitler Building was very poor.
Residua zinc bromide dudge is stored in the Butler
Building; three drum linerswere in poor condition, and
severd drums containing hazardous chemicals (zinc
bromide and minerd oil) were unlabeled.

Theteam further observed radiological controlsthat
were not tailored to the work being conducted. During
the conduct of MET-IMET-SOP-19, Introduction/
removal of materials through cell roof port cdlls 1, 2, 3
and 6 at 3025E Irradiated Materials Examination &
Testing Facility, the EH-2 team observed inappropriate
radiologica controls, persond protective equipment and
extremity monitoring. Work was conducted under
standing RWP 3025-8427, which was not tailored to
theworkplace hazards. Actual radiation levelsemitted
from samples were not consistent with anticipated
conditions listed in the RWP. The RWP did not cite
additiona persond protective equipment, monitoring,
or tooling for as-low-as-reasonably-achievable
(ALARA) considerations (i.e., leaded vinyl gloves,
extremity dosmetry, and/or long handle tooling was not
included inthe RWP). However, this practice was not
inkeepingwith ALARA principles. Thesiteconducted
an evauation following the team’s observation and
concluded that extremity monitoring was not required.
Furthermore, the operating procedure or RWP had no
guiddinesor limitsto prevent the practice. Additiondly,
itisunknown what previous sample activity levelsmay
have been, and no true time-motion study during actua
operations has been conducted.

In Building 3525, the team observed work
conducted under the post-mortem examination of High
Flux 1sotope Reactor metal fuel experiment 10Jin the
hot cell procedure, DP-ETD-20977-10J. The procedure
details the steps necessary to isolate various joints and
assemblies and perform testsin an attempt to find the
aress that faled during operation in the High Flux
Isotope Reactor (HFIR) core. This procedure does
not meet the procedure format and review requirements
of Metals and Ceramics QA program documents
(M&C QA-5 or QAP-X-MC-HC-01). The procedure
does not have asignoff to indicate that it was reviewed
to ensure that adequate precautions or concerns are
defined and mitigated as required. The procedure
omitted a “Responsbilities’ section, where personal




training and qualifications requirements would be
addressed, and the required “ Environmental, Safety, &
Health Concerns’ section, where appropriate ES& H
precautions would normally be documented. The
Metals and Ceramics Division New Work ES&Q
Review for thisactivity did not provide controlsfor the
hazards that were identified. The section of the form
for further description of ES&H hazards and controls
was |eft blank, as was the response to “Are al people
involved with this work aware of the hazards and
controls?’

B.4 Core Function #4 - Perform
Work Within Controls

Readiness is confirmed and work is performed
safely.

Maintenance and Construction. Observation of
work and interviews indicated that ORNL workers are
dedicated, experienced, and knowledgeable in their
respective disciplines and are committed to doing work
safely. ORNL benefits from an experienced and stable
workforce. In addition:

* The REDC task |leaders were very knowledgesble
and experienced in REDC operations, systems, and
equipment, fadilitating theimplementation of thework
control program.

*  Theuseof dedicated Plant and Equipment crewsfor
selected facilities, especidly some nuclear facilities,
resultsin highly knowledgesble crews and effective
support of facility operations.

*  PFant and Equipment workersclearly understiand their
responsbilitiesfor not affecting facility operaionsand
systems, and have developed a good working
relationship with facility operations personnd. The
use of dedicated Plant and Equipment personnel
working dosdy with facility personnd promotesclose
cooperation between program and support functions
within fedilities.

Pant and Equipment maintenance work in Building
5500 invalving painting, petching holes, and replacing calling
tiles was observed. The work had appropriate ES& H
involvement (indudtrid hygiene) to sample the calling tile
for asbestos, and the workers were properly trained and
performed the work ssfely.

During the evaluation period, few maintenance
activities were in progress at the selected facilities.
Therefore, the sample of maintenance work activities
observed was not sufficient to draw solid conclusions,
even though most work observed was performed without
incident. The number of programmeatic weaknesses and
implementation deficiencies in facility work control
systems, however, places the Site at some potentid risk
for missing hazards and controls that may affect safe
work. For example, the team observed work at REDC
in the Building 7930 North vave pit. According to the
maintenance job request, thiswork wasin an obstructed,
non-permitted confined space requiring an RWP and
persond protectiveequipment. Though apre-job briefing
was performed, the maintenance work request did not
requireapre-briefing, even though thejob involved severd
hazards. The REDC work control program dlows jobs
to be performed without pre-job briefings. Review of
numerous work packages at REDC indicates that pre-
job briefings were not required for many work activities
where hazards are present.

Part of performingwork safely isconfirming reediness
to performwork. Neither REDC nor B3047 usesformd,
approved plan-of-the-day documentsthat show work that
is authorized for the day. Both have plan-of-the-day
meetingsand talk about thework. REDC requiresashift
supervisor work release sgnature unless the work is
determined not to affect facility operations. The practice
a B3047 islessformd. Work confirmation also includes
ensuring that workers have proper training and that job-
specific hazards have been communicated to them.

The EH-2 team observed construction work at two
projectsduring theevauation period. Tennessse Asociate
Electric, an ORNL subcontractor, was ingtalling new
eectrica conduit in the Building 4509 Subgation. Both
the subcontractor supervisor and an ORNL field
representative were present a the job site. Theworkers
performed thework without incident. The second project
observed was G& S Construction Company workers on
the water reservoir #1 upgrade project ingtaling awater
main and replacing concrete supports for the pipe. The
G& Ssaupervisor and Engineering ORNL congructionfield
representativewere present at thejob ste. Workersagain
performed the work without incident. Review of the
AHA, however, identified a number of deficiencies as
discussed in Core Function 3.

Resear ch and Development. For non-radiologica
facilities, thereisno well-defined processfor congsently
authorizing and commencing the variety of research work
performed within the Metdsand Ceramics Divison. For
some research work, the approva of funding and the




establishment of a budget condtitute the only apparent
authorization required to begin work. When funding is
assured, the assumption isthat work can commence. The
divison work control policy indicates that the proposed
new work form “affirms operationa gpprovad by both
ESH& Q and management,” yet work that is not
considered to be “new” does not require this process.
The divison ISM program plan indicates that the most
bas c work authorization document used by thedivisonis
the Laboratory Safety Summary. However, these
summaries contain a number of inaccuracies and
deficiencies as previously described, and routine
laboratory work is not addressed in the Laboratory
Safety Summaries. Typicaly, readiness to perform
work can be confirmed and authorized in accordance
with established procedures. However, research work
israrely performed in the division through established
procedures. At the activity level, scheduling meetings
(e.g., plan-of-the-day or -week meetings) typically
provide another mechanism for planning and authorizing
work and resolving resource conflicts. However, such
meetings, or their research corollaries, have not been
effectivefor scheduling short- or long-duration research
work.

Work observed by the review team was performed
in accordance with good industrial safety work
practices, and the Metals and Ceramics Division has
maintained a good safety record. Work appeared to
be performed within established controls;, however,
since many controls are not sufficiently documented
and most work is not performed with procedures, this
ISM attribute could not be verified. Furthermore, the
number of programmatic weaknesses and
implementation deficiencies in research work control
systems places the divison at some potentia risk for
missing hazards and controls that might affect safe
work. Prejob (or pre-experimental) briefingstypicaly
provide a final check to ensure that hazards are
controlled, conditions are safe, and people are aware
of the hazards before starting work. However, there
is no research corollary to the pre-job briefing within
thisdivison. Ingenerd, workersrely upon engineering
controls (fume hoods), when necessary, and personal
protective equipment that was commensurate with the
hazard. The presence and involvement of principa
investigators, group leaders, and ES&H in the
laboratorieswere evident. During the performance of
work, line managers actively monitored work progress
and provided guidance and direction as needed.

Operations. Readiness to perform operations
was, ingeneral, adequatdly verified and authorized prior

to starting a new operation. In particular, the shift
turnover at Building 7920 and plan-of-the-day meetings
at Buildings 3047, 3025E, and 3525 were effective in
discussing, assigning, and verifying facility conditions
prior to starting operational tasks to be performed for
the day. However, in some of the facilities, the list of
approved operational tasks was not formally
documented and distributed to the workers and
operatorsinvolved with the tasks, as recommended by
the conduct of operations guidelines. In the facilities
that operate only during the day shift, the operators
satisfactorily completed their round sheets before the
facility managers or supervisors authorized operations
in the facility. The round sheets included readings
verifying that facility conditions satisfied the
authorization basis. Some of the observed operations
were preceded by pre-job briefs. The observed briefs
were thorough and presented by the appropriate
supervisors. Workers and operators actively
participated in the briefs, and asked insghtful questions.
The operators were well trained and knowledgeable
about hot cell systems and equipment.

In many facilities, the team observed
inconsistencies in the use of eye protection (safety
glasses, sdeshieldsand goggles) aspersond protective
equipment when conducting work or operations. In
some buildings (e.g., Building 7920), safety glassesand
face shields were worn in lieu of chemical goggles as
required by the chemica hygiene plan. Postings for
safety glasses are unclear in other facilities (e.g.,
Building 3025E). Thelack of an ORNL policy on the
use of side shields with safety glasses has resulted in
confusion on the appropriate eye protection in many
cases.

One of the mgjor aspects of performing operations
within controlsisto actively use procedures specificaly
written for the proposed operation. During the review
in Chemica Technology Division Buildings 3047 and
7920, the operators used procedures, as required by
facility requirements. In both facilities, improvement
isneeded in fulfilling the procedure usage requirements,
as shown by the following examples:

* In Building 3047, operators closely followed the
applicable procedures when they conducted the
surveillance on the secondary containment system.
The test went smoothly except that the facility
announcement made at the start of the test was
not received throughout the facility. The two
operators staged in different locations did not report
this anomaly to the operator controlling the
procedure, who was located in the main hot cell




control area. The procedure was continued without
the facility announcement warning those present
of the start of the secondary containment test.

* Inthe Chemica Makeup Room of Building 7920,
the chemical technicians were observed following
procedures to dilute nitric acid and to add this
solution to atank in the hot cells. However, when
the technician performed the nitric acid dilution
procedure (HC-OP-0701-R01), a note regarding
chemical safety was not implemented. After the
nitric acid is diluted with water, the procedure
requires the mixture to be sparged. A note
concerning the sparging states that al sparging
vapors are to be directed to the hood. Because
the container was too large for the hood, the
sparging took place with the container on the floor
below the hood. The technician did not take any
action to direct the vapors to the hood and did not
stop and request guidance from his supervisor on
how to comply with the safety note. In this case,
the note was not clear on how the operator would
direct the vapors to the hood.

In Metal and Ceramics Division Buildings 3025E
and 3525, procedure usage was less than adequate, as
explained in the following examples:

* Duringthereview, the operatorsin Building 3025E
removed material from the cell roof port in
accordance with procedure MET-IMET-SOP-19.
Individuas performing the work did not refer to
the procedure, dthough it was availableinthefield.
The procedure contains a checklist that providesa
signoff for each major step. Becausethe checklist
was not utilized, activities were conducted out of
sequence with the checklist, and some activities
weremissed. Key stepsthat were omitted included
the performance of radiological contamination
smears and dose readings of the area. If the
radiological survey indicated high contamination for
the area, decontamination efforts would have been
performed. It was determined that the facility was
not closely following procedure because of
confusion regarding the facility and division policy
on verbatim use of procedures.

*  During the review at Building 3525, the operators
received anuclear material shipment. Thisactivity
is controlled by procedure MET-IFEL-OP-17
(Revision 2, dated December 15, 1995, last

reviewed for accuracy in August 2000). The
procedure was not utilized during the performance
of thetask. It wasnot available at the job site but
was available in the facility. In addition, the
procedure contained alist of employeesdesignated
astrained and authorized to perform the procedure.
That portion of the procedure was last updated in
December 1995. The radiological control
technician who performed surveys during the
receipt of the cask and tasked to perform job steps
within the procedure was not identified in the
procedure as being trained to the procedure. This
technician did attend the pre-job brief, and the pre-
job brief was not documented.

B.5 Core Function #5 - Provide
Feedback and Continuous
Improvement

Feedback information on the adequacy of controls
is gathered, opportunities for improving the
definition and planning of work areidentified and
implemented, line and independent oversight is
conducted, and, if necessary, regulatory
enforcement actions occur.

Feedback and improvement processesare evolving
at ORNL as the Performance Based Management
System (PBMY) is being developed and implemented
as part of the laboratory’ stransition to SBMS. PBMS
is intended to link the organizationa vision, plans, and
mission and business strategies to performance
evaluation plans, assessments and oversight, evaluation
of performance data, and implementation of lessons
learned and performance improvement. The
performance evaluation plans include some elements
related to ES& H and provide the annual performance
measures established by ORO and ORNL to provide
the bases for performance fee determination. PBMS-
related documents issued to date are mostly at the
ingtitutional level. Implementing proceduresto provide
process details at the directorate and division levels do
not currently exist and have not yet been factored into
project plans and schedules.

The phased implementation processfor the PBMS
programs and subject areas has resulted, and will result,
in upper-level directives being issued before
implementing procedures are issued. In some cases,
this results in discontinuity in the flowdown of
administrative requirements and thus procedural non-

compliance at the operating level.




Assessment Programs. ORNL site documents
clearly indicate that self-assessment is an essential
element of ORNL safety management and
improvement. Each ORNL division is required by
ORNL-QA-P03, ORNL Self-Assessment Program to
establish a formal annua self-assessment plan and
schedule. The quality of the FY 2001 ORNL division
assessment plansvaries, but generally the assessments
are being performed as planned and scheduled and
include a variety of self-assessment activities. In
addition, the Quality Engineering and Inspection group
performs required routine inspections of pressure
vesss, fixed ladders, hoisting and rigging equipment,
lifts and cranes, and many other site equipment items.
ES&H subject matter experts from the Operations
Support and Services Division conduct assessments,
including radiation protection program reviewsrequired
by 10 CFR 835 and fire hazard assessments. A
significant effort was madein the past year to evaluate
the site’s implementation of the chemical safety
management program. This effort included self-
assessments, an independent assessment by the
Laboratory’ s Office of Independent Oversight, and an
assessment by ORO.

A magor element of the self-assessment program
for ORNL’s non-nuclear facilities is the operational
awareness program — a joint effort involving UT-
Battelleand ORO Oak Ridge National Laboratory Site
Office. Teamsof ES& H subject matter experts, often
accompanied by divison staff and management, conduct
weekly facility ES& H ingpections. Under thisprogram,
most non-nuclear facilities are ingpected at intervals of
15 months or less. Deficiencies are documented,
corrected immediately if possible, and communicated
to facility management for tracking and correction.

Self-assessments performed in June 2000 of the
implementation of |SM in the Plant and Equipment and
Chemica Technology Divisons identified numerous
gapsrequiring correction. To closesimilar gapsin other
divisions, divison managersacross ORNL are actively
involved in the planning and execution of self-
assessments.  Divisions and/or directorates prepare
annual summary self-evaluation reports, which are
rolled up into a site level report for input to the
performance eval uation plan fee determination process.
Severad pogtive initiaive were noted in the Plant and
Equipment Division, including the recent development
of a self-assessment database called the self-
assessment tracking system and managers performing
documented, unscheduled observations of work
activities.

The ORNL Office of Independent Oversight,
formed when UT-Battelle assumed the contract in early
caendar year 2000, has conducted approximately 12
independent assessments and specid studies addressing
areas such as the chemical safety management
program, conduct of operations, the authorization basis
process, offsite contractor oversight (in responseto an
event), and areview of operational awareness program
observations. These assessments are generally well
planned, documented, and thorough, and they identify
numerous opportunities for improvement.

Although many assessments have been performed,
weaknesses in the planning and performance of those
assessments detract from their effectiveness:

* Divisions do not have a rigorous process for
identifying areas that require evaluation or
determining the frequency of assessments based
on risk and facility-specific circumstances.

*  Other than assessments based on external drivers
or events, ES& H programs are not being eval uated
on a planned and periodic basis, and there islittle
evaluation of work activities.

* Records indicate that more extensive program
reviews were being performed in 1999 by the line
divisons and the ES&H support divison.

* While the facility condition inspections of the
operational awareness program are effective in
identifying and correcting safety concerns in the
workplace, the program does provide
comprehensive awareness of operationsincluding
assessments of work activities, personnel
performance, or ES&H-related products or
documentation.

* The PBMS has focused division self-assessment
programs primarily on evaluating the specific and
limited-scope elements of the performance
evaluation plan rather than the broad range of
ES&H program elements and ISM processes.

The approach taken to performing assessmentsand
documenting results often lacks rigor:

*  Procedures and assessment reports do not clearly
define terms used to describe deficient conditions
and performance or establish requirements and




expectations for resolution. Unsatisfactory
conditions or performance are variously and
inconsistently described as weaknesses,
opportunities for improvement, observations,
recommendations, vulnerabilities; in some cases
they are not given any specific identification. This
lack of clarity was cited by a number of persons
as causing problems in dispositioning issues.

*  Sdf-assessment and ORNL Office of Independent
Oversight reports typicaly do not specify any
expectation or requirement for responsible parties
to placeissues and corrective actionsinto auditable
tracking systems, and do not refer to the ORNL
Laboratory Issue Database System.

* ORNL-QA-P03 does not clearly identify a
requirement for tracking issues and corrective
actions, and does not refer to the Laboratory |ssue
Database System or the ORNL issues
management procedure. Asaresult, site tracking
systems and formal closure processes for
deficiencies are under utilized.

* Many divison-level assessments lack rigor in
documentation of scope, criteria, assgnments, and
results. For example, the self-assessment
procedure in the Chemical Technology Divisonis
out of date and reflects the previous contractor’s
program and procedures.

Management needs to develop controls to ensure
that the continuing evolution to a purchased services
modd for ES&H expertise permits and encourages
ES&H program owners to monitor, assess, and report
on customer and ORNL performance in a forthright
and rigorous manner.

Worker self-assessments in the form of post-job
reviews mostly consist of informal and undocumented
daily supervisors meetings with work crews. These
meetings provide no documentation of any problems
recurrence controls and little feedback to the worker
on resolution of identified problems. Requirementsfor
post-job reviews and resolving identified concerns are
not well defined in the sitework control policy, the ISV
description, or divisona work control procedures.

I ssues M anagement/Deficiency Tracking and
Trending. Site procedure ORNL-QA-P0O4, ORNL
Issues Management Program, describes the current
ORNL system for processing and tracking events or

conditions adverse or potentially adverse to safety,
hedlth, operations, quality, security, or the environment,
or for improvement opportunities in the Laboratory
Issue Database System. Although the Laboratory
Issue Database System is used effectively for some
issuesrelated to |SM verification, the Price-Anderson
Amendments Act, and ORPS, the system is used
sporadically for most other issues. However, it applies
only to issues from external assessments, internal
independent assessments, Price-Anderson
Amendments Act non-compliance, and occurrences.
Managersare given the discretion to apply this process
to self-assessment findings, but it israrely used. ORNL
divisonshave avariety of internal computer-based and
manual tracking mechanismsfor self-identified issues,
but division tracking is also sporadic. Numerous
deficiencies in ORNL’s issues management program
adversely impact the continuousimprovement in safety
performance:

* Division procedures aso do not provide sufficient
detail on the expectations and minimum
requirements for documenting, evaluating, and
resolving internally identified issues. Site
procedures and assessment reports do not
adequately categorize the significance of
performance deficiencies or distinguish between
opportunities for improvement and deficiencies
involving violations of regulations or procedures.
These ambiguities hinder the consistent and
effective evaluation and management of
asessment findings. Divison-leve proceduresand
instructions do not exist, are not current, or are
inadequate in addressing required actions.

* Many deficienciesresulting from both internal and
externd sourcesare not being properly and formaly
evaluated, documented, and resolved by line
management. Risk/significance determinationsare
not routinely performed except for events and
issues. Resolutionsare often not documented, and
thereislittlefollowup by issue originators. Findings
from ORNL Office of Independent Oversight
assessments and the October 2000 UT-Battelle
Corporate Independent Assessment have not been
entered and tracked in the Laboratory Issue
Database System as required by procedure.
Although many of theseissuesare Sitewide or multi-
divisonal, procedures and reports do not clearly
identify owners for these issues. The failure to
formally capture deficiencies in tracking systems




also hinders the ability to identify systemic
deficiencies and adverse trends.

* Thereislittle formal analysis or trending done for
program and performance deficiencies to identify
adverse trends and systemic issues, or to focus
future assessment activities. The number of
disparate systems makes it difficult to identify
laboratory-wide or systemic deficiencies.

* A number of deficiencieswereidentified in recent
ORNL corrective action plans and action closure
processes. Corrective actionsfor two recent Price-
Anderson Amendments Act non-compliances
regarding work control and issues management
failed to address dl of the causesidentified by the
root cause anaysis. In addition, the evidencefile
was inadequate, statements of completion of
corrective actions were incorrect, and closure
verifications for corrective actions in response to
judgments of need from the November 2000 Type
B investigation (fixed ladder injury) were
insufficient.

* Many externd and interna evaluations, including
the ISM verifications, identified deficienciesin the
ORNL issuesmanagement program, but corrective
actions have not been effective and the deficiencies
have been closed without adequate validation of
effectiveness.

The site has an ongoing initiative to address issues
management program deficiencies, but the draft plan
and actionsto date do not fully addressthe weaknesses
noted above. The improvement initiative does not
recognize or address fundamental program
weaknesses, including the failure to follow issue
management procedures, inadequate ingtitutional and
divison-level procedures, and the lack of consistency
and rigor in program implementation.

Lessons-Learned Program. The UT-Battelle
lessons-learned program, athough evolving, has a
generally sound process in place. Ingtitutiona-level
subject area descriptions and procedures have been
recently issued. Externa event informationisreviewed
by the Laboratory Lessons-Learned Coordinator and
subject matter experts as deemed necessary, and
lessons|earned are devel oped and distributed to division
managers and staff. A comprehensive and useable
web site provides ready access to lessons-learned

documents and aids in preparing new lessons learned.
DOE Alerts and certain high-risk lessons learned are
disseminated with actions and required responses to
the Laboratory Lessons-Learned Coordinator.
However, a limited sample of lessons-learned
documentation revealed that not al responsible parties
had responded as required, nor were they held
accountable for compliance.

Implementation weaknesses have limited the
effectiveness of the lessons-learned program. The
review and application of lessons-learned information
by planners and training was poorly dedlineated in the
former ingtitutional procedure, and details on how the
new |lessons-learned processwill beimplemented have
not been delineated in division-level procedures.
Utilization of lessons-learned information by planners
and training staff is inconsistent and typically
undocumented. Few internal lessons learned are
generated and shared with other ORNL organizations,
athough the lessons |earned that have been devel oped
are well written and comprehensive.

Subcontractor Oversight. The construction
oversight procedure and individual project oversight
plans for the electrical systems and reservoir upgrade
jobs were not rigoroudy followed by the Engineering
Division’s construction oversight organization.
Procedure ENG-051 requiresthe Project Manager and
the Subcontractor Support Group for Health & Safety
to verify compliance with subcontract ES&H
requirements and approving the subcontractor’s
program. However, the subcontractor’ s program had
deficiencies in requirements and responsibilities for
noise and heat stress, lead, and lockout/tagout (see
Core Function #3).

Engineering Management’s subcontractor
performance assessment, corrective action tracking,
and feedback programs generaly lack definition, written
procedures, and formal methods for communication of
deficienciesto the subcontractors. 1n addition, OSHA
violations and other safety deficiencies described on
the Subcontractor Support Group field observation
report are not being properly identified as violations or
deficiencies. Becausethe collectivereview of findings
from these reports are the basis for subcontractor
performance evauations, failure to correctly identify
deficiencies negates the benefits of the feedback
mechanism.

Of the 15 oversight reports for the reservoir
upgrade project, only one listed the deficiencies as
findings or specified corrective actions. However,
severa of those reportsidentified OSHA 29 CFR 1926




violations that had potentid to injure workers. The
violations included no backup adarm on aroad grader,
improper ladder use, driving over electrical cords,
improperly adjusted fall arrest system, and nofall arrest
system when operating an aerial lift.

The oversight procedure does not adequately
addressthe details of trending and tracking, extraction

of lessons-learned information, use of the assessment
form, communication of findings to the subcontractor,
and closure of corrective actions. Thefield observation
reports are discussed verbaly with the subcontractor,
but awritten report isnot generaly provided. Generdly,
no lessons-learned reports from identified OSHA
deficiencies are communi cated to other subcontractors.




APPENDIX C

|SSUES FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION AND FOLLOW-UP

Line management is responsible for correcting
deficiencies and addressing weaknesses identified by
EH-2 reviews. Following each review, line
management prepares a corrective action plan. EH-2
follows up on significant issues as part of amultifaceted
follow-up program that involvesfollow-up reviews and
tracking of individual issues.

This appendix summarizes the significant issues
identified in thisfocused safety management evaluation
of ORNL. The issues identified in Table C.1 will be
formally tracked in accordance with the DOE Order
414.1A, Quality Assurance, which addresses follow-
up of independent oversight findings. ORO and UT-
Battelle need to specifically addresstheseissuesin the

corrective action plan.

Table C-1. Issueslidentified in the EH-2 Focused Safety M anagement Evaluation

IDENTIFIER ISSUE STATEMENT REFER TO
SECTION

ORNL- Environment, safety, and hedlth roles and responsbilities for line

FSME-01-01 management within the research and development divisions are not 2.2
adequately defined and understood as required by DOE Policy 450.4,
Safety Management System.

ORNL- The Metds and Ceramics Division work planning and control

FSME-01-02 processes for R&D activities are not well defined or documented.
Additionally, there are weaknesses in sitewide procedures for 2.6
identifying and analyzing hazards, stop-work policies, and work control
processes for maintenance work.

ORNL- Numerous ORNL division-level procedures are not adequately

FSME-01-03 developed and/or used to support effective implementation of 1SM as 2.6
required by DOE Policy 450.4.

ORNL- Configuration management at REDC is informal and ineffective, and it

FSME-01-04 is not being implemented as required by 10 CFR 830.120 and the
Building 7920 safety analysis report and technical safety requirements 2.6
administrative controls.

ORNL- UT-Battelle' s feedback and improvement processes are not adequately

FSME-01-05 defined or implemented to effect consistent, continuous improvement
as specified in DOE Policy 450.4, Safety Management System Policy, 2.8
and DOE Policy 450.5, Line Environment, Safety and Health
Oversight.

ORNL- ORO and its Oak Ridge National Laboratory Site Office have not

FSME-01-06 established and implemented an effective and efficient oversight
program as specified in DOE Policy 450.5, Line Environment, Safety 3.0
and Health Oversight, and ORO Manua 220, Oak Ridge
Operations Appraisal Manual.




APPENDIX D

EVALUATION PROCESSAND TEAM COMPOSI TION

The evauation was conducted according to formal
protocols and procedures, including an Appraisal
Process Guide, which providesthe general procedures
used by EH-2 for conducting inspections and reviews,
and the Focused Integrated Safety Management
Evauation Plan, which outlines the scope and conduct
of the evaluation process. The planning process
considered previoudly identified weaknesses, current
ORNL activities, and SC, ORO, and UT-Battelle
management initiatives. The evaluation team collected
datathrough interviews, document reviews, walkdowns,
and observation of activities. Interviews were
conducted with DOE Headquarters, ORO, and
contractor managers, technical staff, hourly workers,
and union representatives.

Team Composition

The team membership, composition, and
responsibilities are as follows:

Deputy Assistant Secretary for ES&H
Oversight

S. David Stadler, Ph.D.

Associate Deputy Assistant Secretary for
ES&H Oversight — Operations

Raymond Hardwick
Director, Office of ES&H Evaluations

Patricia Worthington, Ph.D., Director
Tom Staker, Deputy Director

Team Leader

Tom Staker

Safety Management System Evaluators

Ali Ghovanlou, Ph.D.
Marvin Midke

Bob Freeman

Tim Martin

Al Gibson

Bob Compton

Jack Riley

Technical Evaluators

Bob Freeman, Lead
Mike Gilroy

Charles Campbell
Bill Miller

Ron Stolberg
Michael Shlyamberg
Ed Stafford

Jm Lockridge
Mike Lambert
Mark Good

Joe Lischinsky

Don Prevatte

Bob Seal

Communications and Support

Lee Roginski
Tom Davis

Quality Review Board
S. David Stadler

Raymond Hardwick
Patricia Worthington
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Abbreviations Used in This Report (Cont’d)

High Efficiency Particulate Air

Hazardous Material Inventory System

Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning
Integrated Safety Management

Job Hazard Evaluation

Laboratory Area

Master Equipment List

Maintenance Job Request

Material Safety Data Sheet

Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology
National Fire Protection Association

Oak Ridge National Laboratory

Oak Ridge Operations Office

Occurrence Reporting and Processing System
Occupational Safety and Health Administration
ORO Oa&k Ridge Nationd Laboratory Site Office
Project Based Management System
Programmable Logic Controller

Quality Assurance

Roles, Responsihilities, Authorities, and Accountability
Research and Devel opment

Radiochemical Engineering Development Center
Radiology Technology Section

Radiologica Work Permit

Safety Analysis Report

Standards Based Management System

Office of Science

Office of Basic Energy Sciences

Standard Operating Guideline

Standard Operating Procedure
Standards/Requirements Identification Document
Technica Safety Requirement

Unreviewed Safety Question

Unreviewed Safety Question Determination
University of Tennessee - Battelle Memoria Ingtitute
Vesd Off-Gas

Water Gage
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